














































































































































































































































































































































































































This	 study	 was	 conducted	 during	 the	 years	 2010-2017	 at	 the	 School	 of	 Nursing,	
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account.	 Typically	 involves	 multiple	 methods	 of	 data	
collection.1	
Co-design		 This	 means	 designing	 together.	 Co-designers	 are	
professional	 designers,	 other	 professionals,	 amateurs	
and	 citizens	 who	 identify	 problems,	 needs	 and	
challenges,	develop	a	design	brief	and	then	design	the	
solution	or	outcome	together.2	
Collaboration	 This	 is	 a	 way	 of	 working	 together	 to	 combine	






Design	activist	 A	 ‘non-aligned	social	broker	and	catalyst;	a	 facilitator;	
an	 author;	 a	 creator;	 a	 co-author;	 and	 a	 ‘happener’	
(someone	who	makes	things	happen).2	
Design	for	sustainability	 Any	 design	 practice	 oriented	 towards	 development	
which	 balances	 environmental,	 social	 and	 economic	







the	 Royal	 College	 of	 Art,	 London,	 UK,	 by	 Bill	 Gaver,	
Antony	Dunne	and	Elena	Pacenti.	Probes	aim	to	explore	
the	 lives	 and	 habits	 of	 people	 as	 they	 interact	 with	
objects,	products	and	spaces	by	giving	them	the	means	
to	 record	and	 reflect	on	 their	 everyday	practices.	 The	
means	may	 be	 a	 diary,	 a	 camera,	 a	 set	 of	 questions,	
visual	prompts	or	other	devices,	to	enable	the	people	to	
document	 their	 lives	 so	 that	 designers	 and	 design	
researchers	may	 better	 understand	 the	 issues	 people	
face	and	their	needs.3		 	
Design	thinking	 Design-specific	cognitive	activities	that	designers	apply	





Do-it-yourself	(DIY)	 The	 method	 of	 building,	 repairing	 and	 modifying	




enable	 people	 to	 become	 self-sufficient	 and	
autonomous,	with	 the	goal	of	eliminating	 future	need	
for	charity	or	welfare.3	
Focus	group	 A	 form	 of	 qualitative	 research	 in	 which	 a	 group	 are	
asked	 about	 their	 perceptions,	 opinions,	 beliefs,	 and	





in	 an	 interactive	 group	 setting	where	 participants	 are	
free	to	talk	with	other	group	members.4	
Grassroots	approach	 Grassroots	 refers	 to	 the	 origination	 of	 ideas	 and	
activities	 plus,	 potentially,	 community,	 social	 and	
political	change,	through	initiatives	led	by	local	people	
or	by	an	online	network	focused	on	specific	issues,	or	by	




are	 accessible	 to,	 and	 usable	 by,	 as	 many	 people	 as	








between	 teacher	 and	 student,	 where	 roles	 are	
















and	 documentation	 and	 permitted	 modifications	 and	
derivations	 of	 it’.	 Today,	 the	 open	 design	 movement	
embraces	 everything	 from	 3D	 printing	 and	 digital	
fabrication	 technologies	 to	 basic	 ‘how-to’	 blueprints,	
patterns	 and	 instructions	 for	 DIY	 and	 DIT	 designs.	 It	
frequently	involves	collaborative	designs	and	designing	
within	 specialist	 and/or	 generalist	 communities,	 from	









stakeholders	 in	 the	design	process	 to	help	ensure	 the	
results	 meet	 their	 needs	 and	 are	 usable.	 It	 was	 first	
recognised	 as	 a	 design	 approach	 in	 the	 1960s	 in	




their	 experiences	 and	 generate	 more	 efficient	 and	






Participatory	workshop	 An	 organised	 event	 which	 brings	 a	 group	 of	 people	
together	to	seek	their	opinions,	extract	their	knowledge	
and	 to	 solve	 problems	 in	 a	 collaborative	 and	 creative	
environment.9	
Public	involvement	 Doing	research	‘with’	or	‘by’	the	public,	rather	than	‘to’,	













Service	design	 The	 activity	 of	 planning	 and	 organising	 people,	
infrastructure,	 communication	 and	 material	
components	of	a	service	in	order	to	improve	its	quality	
and	 the	 interaction	 between	 service	 provider	 and	
customers.11	
Social	design	 Also	known	as	socially	useful	design,	socially	responsible	
design,	 social	 innovation	 design,	 or	 design	 for	 social	
innovation.	 It	 encourages	 grassroots	 and	 community	
creativity	 and	 focuses	 on	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 human	
needs,	 local	 services,	 economic	 development	 and	






government	 agendas.	 It	 includes	 strategic	 design	
thinking,	 co-design	 and	 other	 processes	 aimed	 at	
participation,	 and	 it	 involves	 professional	 design	





a	 share	 or	 interest	 in	 a	 project,	 enterprise	 or	 specific	
contextual	situation.11	
Transdisciplinary	 Refers	to	research,	knowledge	and	ways	of	thinking	and	
doing	 which	 cross	 and	 hybridise	 many	 disciplinary	
boundaries	to	create	a	holistic	approach	and	a	body	of	
knowledge	 which	 transcends	 the	 original	
contributions.12	
User-involvement	 Refers	to	ways	of	applying	the	experience	of	the	‘user’	
of	 a	 product	 ,	 service	 or	 experience	 to	 improve	 the	
creative	 process	 and	 consequently,	 improve	 the	 final	









Collaborative	 design	 (co-design)	 is	 an	 approach	 that	 includes	 ‘users’	 in	 the	 design	
process.	 This	 approach	 is	 growing	 in	 popularity	 amongst	 companies	 seeking	 to	






Dynamics	 of	 Ageing-funded	 study	 ‘Design	 for	 Ageing	 Well’,	 which	 presented	 an	
opportunity	 to	 explore	 both	 the	 co-design	 mechanisms	 utilised	 along	 with	 the	
experiences	 of	 the	 individuals	 involved	 in	 the	 study.	 They	 included	 research	 team	
members,	 project	 partners	 (e.g.,	 outdoor	 clothing	manufacturers),	 User	 Reference	





above	 four	 groups	 of	 stakeholders.	 Data	 collection	 methods	 included	 one-to-one	


















Effective	 public	 involvement	 in	 co-design	 research	 requires	 suitable	 leadership,	
project	management,	and	a	clear	communication	strategy,	and	attention	should	be	
paid	to	the	facilitation	and	management	of	the	co-design	setting.	These	objectives	are	












introductory	 chapter	 presents	 the	 problem	 statement,	 the	 purpose	 and	 the	
significance	of	this	study.	It	begins	with	an	overview	of	the	UK’s	Economic	and	Social	
Research	Council	(ESRC)	funded	collaborative	study	Design	for	Ageing	Well	(DfAW),	
which	 provided	 the	 research	 setting	 for	 the	 case	 study.	 This	 is	 followed	 by	 the	
presentation	 of	 the	 context	 and	 an	 investigation	 of	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 research	
















mobile	phone	 technologies	were	not	widely	 recognised	by	 the	older	population.	A	
cross-disciplinary	 and	 participatory	 design	 approach	 was	 devised	 to	 address	 this	















starting,	 a	 one-year	 preparatory	 network	 project	 was	 conducted	 to	 inform	 the	
development	 of	 the	 bid,	 which	 was	 then	 successful.	 The	 user	 population	 to	 be	
sampled	during	my	own	research	was	originally	one	group	(the	User	Advisory	Group),	





older	 people.	 In	 January	 2010,	 there	was	 a	 piloting	workshop	 in	Wales	 led	 by	 the	
University	of	Salford,	where	moderator	skills	were	taught	to	other	team	members	in	










around	 15	 workshops.	 Before	 I	 officially	 joined	 the	 project,	 I	 took	 part	 in	 two	
workshops	 in	May	 2010,	which	 focused	 on	 clothing	 and	 technology	 and	 aimed	 to	









clothing,	 and	 in	 the	 afternoon,	 new	 styles	 and	 materials	 were	 introduced	 by	 the	
industry,	and	participants	commented	on	them.	In	the	bra	workshop,	the	participants	
were,	naturally,	only	women.	In	these	workshops,	different	options	were	presented,	








































collected	 onto	 collection	 boards	 in	 July	 2011.	 From	 here,	 the	 project	 lead	 led	 the	
technical	development	of	the	initial	designs.	The	prototypes	were	manufactured	by	
several	 industrial	 partners.	 The	 resulting	 prototypes,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 wearable	
technology,	were	evaluated	in	two	further	workshops.	The	last	evaluation	workshop	





University	 of	 Salford	 partners	 still	 had	 a	 user	 group	 to	 set	 up	 with	 a	 meaningful	











the	 group	 recruited	 some	 men	 from	 their	 walking	 group	 to	 balance	 the	 gender	
division.	 At	 the	 time	 of	 third	 advisory	 group	 meeting,	 there	 was	 still	 the	 idea	 of	
conducting	a	larger	field	study,	observing	walkers.	The	advisors	consulted	on	the	study	









of	picking	up	a	 combination	of	 the	 clothes	 that	 they	 liked	most,	 and	 then	giving	a	





























Collaborative	 design	 (co-design)	 is	 an	 umbrella	 term	 for	 different	 approaches	 to	
participatory	design	and	refers	to	designing	‘with’	the	users,	instead	of	only	‘for’	the	
users	of	the	product	(Fuad-Luke,	2009;		Sanders,	2002).	There	are	a	wide	variety	of	co-
design	 methods	 that	 can	 be	 adopted	 when	 engaging	 users	 in	 the	 design	 process	
(Hanington	&	Martin,	2012).	Fuad-Luke	(2009)	describes	co-design	as	a	design	process	
which	includes	all	stakeholders,	from	designers	to	possible	future	users,	and	facilitates	


















was	becoming	more	popular	 (Buur	&	Matthews,	2008).	Co-design	 is	 currently	very	
topical	 due	 to	 the	 ways	 that	 the	 internet	 and	 social	 media	 have	 introduced	 new	
methods	for	user	engagement,	and	companies	realising	the	benefits	of	user-centred	
design.	 This	 research	 is	 based	on	 the	hypothesis	 that	when	 increasing	numbers	of	























(Fuad-Luke,	 2009).	 Fuad-Luke	 (2009)	 introduced	 the	 term	 ‘design	 activism’.	 He	
describes	a	design	activist	as	a	co-creator	and	facilitator	who	can	use	design	to	help	




Sustainable	development	 is	 a	 concept	 that	was	 in	 fact	 created	 in	 the	1970s,	when	
environmental	 problems	 started	 to	 gain	 more	 attention	 (Du	 Pisani,	 2006).	 A	
sustainability	 approach	 can	 be	 adopted	 into	 any	 field	 of	 human	 activity,	 and	
sustainable	 thinking	 has	 been	 increasingly	 influencing	 design	 disciplines	 (Fletcher,	
2008).	 The	 sustainability	 concept	 can	 be	 divided	 into	 four	 aspects:	 environmental,	
social,	 cultural	 and	 economic	 (Suojanen,	 1997).	 Corporate	 responsibility	 in	 the	
outdoor	industry	is	growing	in	importance	and	has	become	a	critical	issue	that	cannot	
be	 underestimated	 (European	 Outdoor	 Group,	 2016).	 It	 is	 likely	 that	 in	 future,	
legislation	will	 be	 firmer	 and	 companies	will	 be	 compelled	 to	work	 towards	more	
environmentally	and	socially	responsible	business	practices.	
	
From	 a	 sustainability	 viewpoint,	 the	 end-user	 has	 a	 significant	 impact	 on	 the	 final	
environmental	 footprint	 of	 the	 product,	 because	 a	 big	 part	 of	 the	 environmental	
impact	of	clothing	comes	from	the	washing	of	and	caring	for	the	product	(Fletcher,	
2014).	 User	 behaviour	 also	 affects	 the	 lifespan	 of	 the	 product.	 Therefore,	 one	












Another	 major	 global	 challenge	 is	 related	 to	 demographic	 change.	 The	 world’s	
population	of	older	people	is	rapidly	growing	(Cracknell,	2010),	which	has	extensive	
societal	 effects	 and	 challenges.	 The	World	 Health	 Organization	 (WHO)	 states	 that	





























DfAW	project,	as	my	role	was	 to	explore	multidisciplinary	co-operation	 in	order	 to	
understand	 and	 explain	 the	 best	 practices	 of	 involving	 members	 of	 the	 public	 in	

















This	 qualitative	 study	 primarily	 explores	 good	 practice	 in	 public	 involvement	 and	
contributes	new	insights	into	how	the	public	can	be	better	involved	in	the	co-design	
process.	 The	 vehicle	 for	 this	 exploration	 is	 a	 case	 study	 of	 co-design	 in	 the	
development	of	functional	outdoor	clothing	for	older	people.	
The	researcher’s	position	
When	conducting	a	research	study,	 it	 is	vital	 for	the	researcher	to	understand	that	
their	own	age,	gender,	and	personal	and	professional	background,	all	 influence	the	
researcher’s	 approach.	 As	 a	 researcher,	 I	 have	 chosen	 a	 constructivism	 paradigm,	
which	means	that	there	is	no	single	truth	about	reality	and	it	is	viewed	subjectively	by	
the	observer.	 This	means	 that	my	personal	 position	 influences	 the	 research.	 I	was	
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of	Applied	Sciences	and	 then	a	Master	of	Arts	degree	at	 the	University	of	 Lapland	
(Finland).	The	principal	focus	of	my	studies	has	been	functional	outdoor	clothing,	and	
the	 topic	 of	 my	 master’s	 dissertation	 was	 concerned	 with	 sustainability	 issues	 in	
outdoor	clothing.	My	professional	background	includes	having	worked	as	an	assistant	
designer,	 a	 fabric	 purchaser	 and	 a	 sustainability	 manager	 for	 a	 Finnish	 outdoor	
clothing	company.	As	sustainability	manager,	I	chaired	the	Standards	and	Regulations	
Committee	 in	 the	 European	 Outdoor	 Groups’	 Sustainability	Working	 Group,	 and	 I	





My	 background	 in	 the	 outdoor	 clothing	 field	 and	 interest	 in	 sustainability	 has	
influenced	 me	 as	 researcher.	 From	 a	 professional	 perspective,	 I	 consider	 that	
environmental	 and	 social	 responsibility	 should	 be	 a	 high	 priority	 in	 industrial	
manufacturing,	and	I	believe	that	every	successful	company	will	need	to	integrate	the	
principles	 of	 sustainability	 into	 their	 general	 business	 strategy	 in	 the	 near	 future.	
There	 are	 signs	 of	 growing	 interest	 in	 collaborative	 and	 open	 design.	 There	 is	












tackle	 user-centred	 design	 by	 involving	 sponsored	 athletes	 or	 ‘lead	 users’	 in	 their	







aspects	 of	 ageing.	 Meanwhile,	 there	 is	 also	 growing	 concern	 within	 the	 outdoor	
industry	about	protecting	the	outdoor	environment.	The	design	of	technical	outdoor	











might	encourage	older	people	 to	go	outside,	and	 in	 that	way	help	 them	to	remain	
active,	 staying	 socially	 connected	and	 independent	 for	 a	 longer	 time.	Participatory	
user-centred	design	may	increase	the	wellbeing	of	people	by	creating	fit-for-purpose	
products,	 and	 participation	 in	 a	 collaborative	 design	 project	 in	 itself	 can	 be	
empowering	for	older	people.	
	
As	 collaborative	 design	 methods	 become	 increasingly	 popular,	 the	 importance	 of	
information	on	good	practice	 in	 involving	people	 in	the	process	 increases	(Sanders,	
	 13	
2013).	 It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 the	 knowledge	 generated	 from	 this	 study	 will	 inform	
future	evidence-based	guidance	about	how	to	involve	people	in	collaborative	design	
and	development	projects.	This	evidence	will	include	insights	into	public	involvement	
in	 design	 research	 and	 co-design	 and	 product	 development	 processes,	 which	 will	
serve	to	expand	the	knowledge	of	public	involvement	in	the	design	discipline	and	be	
of	interest	to	research	communities.	There	is	a	limited	research	evidence	base	about	




provided	 my	 research	 objectives	 and	 question.	 There	 is	 a	 lack	 of	 evidence-based	
research	about	successful	co-design	projects	with	users,	and	the	DfAW	project	gave	
me	an	opportunity	for	this	case	study	to	research	co-design	processes.	I	presented	my	
personal	 background	 and	 my	 assumptions	 about	 the	 unique	 contribution	 of	 the	









































in	 order	 to	 fully	 understand	 the	 context	 of	 this	 research.	 Conducting	 a	 literature	
review	 is	 an	 important	 and	 common	 practice	 while	 undertaking	 research,	 and	 a	
number	of	reasons	can	be	given	for	its	importance	(Hart,	2009;	Ridley,	2008).	At	the	




where	 knowledge	 is	 limited	 (Hart,	 2009).	 Furthermore,	 knowledge	 of	 how	 the	





Machi	 and	 McEvoy	 (2016)	 highlight	 the	 need	 for	 critical	 self-assessment	 in	 the	











search,	which	enabled	me	 to	 identify	 the	 relevant	background,	was	made	 in	2010.	
Continuous	attention	was	paid	 to	upcoming	 research	papers	during	 the	study.	The	


























process	 of	 thematic	 searching.	 The	 themes	 (see	 Figure	 2.)	 were	 derived	 from	 the	
research	question	and	objectives.	Design	approaches	related	to	user-centred	design,	










I	 included	relevant	 research	papers,	books	and	 internet	webpages	 from	the	topics,	
which	 were	 hand	 searched.	 The	 thematic	 search	 utilised	 the	 following	 databases,	















co-design	 methods,	 none	 focused	 on	 good	 practice	 in	 the	 co-design	 process.	
According	 to	 this	 search,	 there	was	a	gap	 in	knowledge	and	 this	 study	will	make	a	
doctoral	 level	 contribution.	 Methodology	 and	 method	 literature	 was	 searched	
separately	to	find	appropriate	material	for	qualitative	research.	
Systematized	search	
The	systematised	search	was	undertaken	 to	 look	specifically	 for	empirical	 research	
and	evidence-based	knowledge	on	the	topic,	and	establish	it	as	an	under-researched	
issue.	The	 intersection	 in	the	following	figure	presents	the	 information	I	wanted	to	




















into	 the	 literature	 review.	 This	 is	 a	matter	 of	 relevance	 and	 quality	 of	 research.	 I	
decided	 to	 have	 seven	 inclusion	 criteria	 that	 I	 used	when	 selecting	 papers.	 These	
inclusion	 and	 exclusion	 criteria	 were	 derived	 from	 my	 research	 question	 and	 my	
experience	in	the	field.	
Product	
The	 first	 inclusion	 criterion	 was	 only	 to	 study	 literature	 about	 co-design	 projects	
where	a	concrete	product	was	designed.	The	concrete	artefact	could	have	been	any	
physical	 object	 or	 product.	 This	 meant	 that	 the	 co-design	 activity	 needed	 to	 be	
focused	on	designing	a	product	or	an	item	of	clothing.	The	concrete	artefact	design	
criterion	 was	 required	 because	 the	 design	 processes	 for	 immaterial	 things	 and	
services	are	completely	different.	Research	about	service	design	and	software	design	











but	 the	 inclusion	 criteria	 were	 that	 the	 study	 needed	 to	 be	 about	 the	 co-design	
process	itself,	and	about	which	factors	contribute	to	a	good	co-design	experience.	
Age	
The	 criteria	 included	 studies	 involving	 the	 adult	 population	 and	 excluded	 research	
about	 children	 participating	 in	 co-design.	 Children	 were	 excluded	 because	 they	


























Francis	 online,	 Sage	 journals	 and	 Emerald.	 These	 databases	 were	 identified	 to	 be	
potential	 sources	 of	 co-design	 papers.	 The	 databases	 were	 identified	 with	 the	
professional	help	of	a	librarian	to	be	most	suitable	ones.		
Keywords	
Keywords	 were	 identified	 through	 scoping	 searches	 made	 before	 the	 systematic	
searches.	The	keywords	were	divided	into	three	groups	(see	table	1.).	
	
Group	1.	Keywords	 AND		 Group	2.	Keywords	 AND		 Group	3.	Keywords	
co-creation	 	 leadership	 	 product	design		
co-design	 		 collaboration	 		 or	clothing	design	
collaborative	design	 		 good	practice	 		 		
design	focus	group	 		 guidance	 		 		
human	centred	design	 		 guidelines	 		 		
participatory	design	 		 management	 		 		
public	involvement	 		 methodology	 		 		
















































1,666	 from	 Science	 Direct.	 This	 totalled	 8,349	 articles,	 but	 still,	 according	 to	 the	




























no	 empirical	 research	 relating	 to	 the	 good	 practice	 of	 co-design	 process	 when	
designing	 products,	 there	 are	 still	 three	 topics	 that	 form	 the	 background	 of	 this	
research,	 and	 the	 thematic	 search	 brought	 up	 papers	 about	 older	 people,	 public	





The	 primary	 focus	 of	 the	 DfAW	 collaborative	 research	 was	 to	 look	 at	 how	 the	








Design	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 solve	 fundamental	 environmental	 and	 social	 problems	




















Demographic	 change,	 in	 particular	 the	 ageing	population,	 is	 a	 global	 phenomenon	
giving	rise	to	range	of	new	challenges	(World	Health	Organization,	2011).	It	is	claimed	
that	 the	 increasing	 number	 and	 proportion	 of	 older	 people	 in	 the	 population		
constitutes	a	unique	historical	period:	
	“Never	before	have	older	people	 formed	such	a	 large	proportion	of	 the	







older	people	 in	the	population	 in	comparison	with	other	age	groups	 (World	Health	




live	 (Comission	 on	 Social	 Determinants	 of	 Health,	 2008;	 United	 Nations,	 2015).	
According	to	the	Commission	on	Social	Determinants	of	Health	(2008),	life	expectancy	







age	 as	 well	 (World	 Health	 Organization,	 2002).	 According	 to	 The	 United	 Nations	
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(2002)	 stresses	 the	 importance	 of	 maintaining	 the	 health	 and	 wellbeing	 of	 older	

















(World	 Health	 Organization,	 2002).	 Indeed,	 	 Schaie	 and	 Willis	 (1991)	 claim	 that	







be	due	 to	 several	 factors,	 including	genetic	makeup,	 life	 style	 factors,	 long-term	 ill	
health,	disability	and	deprivation.	Huppert	(2003)	draws	attention	to	the	differences,	
noting	that	active	people	who	continue	training	 into	their	old	age	can	be	 in	better	




Schaie	 and	 Willis	 (1991)	 define	 ‘psychological	 age’	 as	 how	 a	 person	 functions	 in	
response	to	environmental	demands.	They	cite	the	work	of	Havighurst	in	the	1970s,		
which	 listed	 the	major	developmental	 tasks	 to	be	 faced	 in	 later	 life.	These	 include	
adjustment	to	change	(such	as	the	decrease	in	strength	and	health,	retirement	and	
reduced	 income),	 expecting	 and	 surviving	 the	 possible	 death	 of	 their	 spouse,	
socialising	with	one’s	own	age	group,	and	living	in	a	pleasant	and	satisfactory	way.		
	







adulthood’	 and	 ‘late	 adulthood’	 (Schaie	&	Willis,	 1991).	 A	 term	 created	 by	 Laslett	




negatively,	 however	 ageing	 does	 not	 always	 lead	 to	 major	 functional	 losses	 and	
disability	(Hurley,	1991).	Further,		Huppert	(2003)	contends	that	much	has	changed	in	









The	 discussion	 above	 confirms	 the	 complexity	 of	 ageing,	with	 its	 	 dependence	 on		











project	 had	 an	 aim	 of	 promoting	 and	 maintaining	 health	 and	 wellbeing	 through	
































This	 can	 be	 applied	 to	 both	 individuals	 and	 population	 groups.	 The	 goal	 of	 active	
ageing	is	“to	extend	healthy	life	expectancy	and	the	quality	of	life	for	all	people	as	they	
age”	 (World	 Health	 Organization,	 2010).	 This	 means	 maintaining	 autonomy	 and	
independence	while	ageing.	When	people	get	older,	 the	company	of	 friends,	work	
associates,	 neighbours	 and	 family	 members	 remains	 important,	 or	 even	 becomes	
more	 important	 than	 it	 was	 during	 a	 person’s	 active	 working	 life	 (World	 Health	











out	 that	 that	division	between	 ‘diseased’	and	 ‘normal’	people	 is	 simplistic,	as	both	






holistic,	 complex	 and	 multidimensional	 construct	 (Walker	 &	 Mollenkopf,	 2007),	





the	 conceptual	 understanding	 of	 quality	 of	 life	 in	 older	 age,	 particularly	 from	 the	
perspective	of	older	people.	Using	open-ended	surveys	and	follow-up	 interviews,	a	
number	 of	 factors	 central	 to	 some	 positive	 perceptions	 of	 quality	 of	 life	 were	
identified.	
	
Social	 participation	 and	 leisure	 activities	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 important	 element	 in	
successful	ageing	 (Bowling	et	al.,	2005),	with	good	social	 relationships	with	 family,	
friends	and	neighbours	 important	 for	almost	all	 respondents	 (Gabriel	and	Bowling,	







Perceptions	 of	 safety	 both	 in	 the	 home	 and	 in	 the	 local	 neighbourhood	 were	
identified;	indeed,	a	good	neighbourhood	can	be	seen	as	social	capital,	and	a	source	
of	 help	 in	 times	 of	 need	 (Gabriel	 and	 Bowling,	 2004).	 Financial	 security	 is	 also	










negative	 effect	 on	 quality	 of	 life.	 Similarly,	 it	 has	 been	 suggested	 that	 a	 ‘positive	
attitude’	enhances	the	perception	of	quality	of	life	in	people	with	a	physical	disability	
(Reichstadt,	 Sengupta,	Depp,	 Palinkas,	&	 Jeste,	 2010)	 Another	 factor	 in	 promoting	
psychological	wellbeing	 	was	described	as	 ‘keeping	busy;	 	described	as	engaging	 in		
mentally	stimulating	activities	and	including	learning	new	things”	(Gabriel	and	Bowling	















(2003)	 states	 that	 demographic	 change	 affects	 everyone,	 including	 inviduals,	
institutions	and	governments.	It	can	be	argued	that	as	birth	rates	decline,	older	people	
–	‘the	grey	market’	–	will	become	increasingly	influential	when	making	key	marketing	
decisions	 (Kotler	 et	 al.,	 2005).	 Kotler	 et	 al.	 (2005)	 agree	 that	 these	 demographic	






people's	 need	 for,	 and	 use	 of,	 products,	 services	 and	 environments,	 requiring			
manufacturers	and	service	providers	to	take	this	section	of	the	market	into	account	
Frayling	 (2003).	 Clarkson	 et	 al.	 (2003)	 encourage	 us	 to	 think	 how	 products	 and	
environments	impact	on	the	people	who	use	them:	
“Although	the	academic	and	broadsheet	worlds	still	tend	to	refer	to	‘the	
elderly’	 and	 ‘the	 disabled’,	 as	 if	 they	 form	 distinct	 groups	 outside	 the	
mainstream	 of	 society,	 there	 is	 growing	 trend	 to	 recognise	 age	 and	















Older	 people	 want	 to	 participate	 actively	 within	 mainstream	 society	 (Clarkson,	
Coleman,	Keates,	&	Lebbon,	2003).	According	to	Clarkson	et	al.	(2003),	older	people	



























ageing	 is	 a	 global	 phenomenon,	 and	 across	 the	world,	 healthy	 ageing	 policies	 and	
programmes	have	been	aimed	at	enhancing	and	maintaining	all	aspects	of	health	and	
wellbeing	 in	 later	 life	 to	 improve	quality	of	 life	and	reduce	 the	costs	of	health	and	
social	care.	One	aspect	of	promoting	health	 in	 later	 life	 is	participation	 in	exercise,	
including	walking,	which	provided	 the	 impetus	 for	 the	DfAW	project.	Older	people	
might	be	encouraged	to	walk	more	if	appropriate	clothing,	equipment	and	supportive	
technology	 was	 available,	 and	 therefore	 the	 older	 consumer	 has	 been	 discussed.	
Clothing	and	technology	might	be	appropriate	and	usable	if	greater	numbers	of	older	
people	were	involved	in	co-design.	Age	has	been	identified	as	a	complex	construct,	
with	 a	 heterogeneity	 that	 needs	 to	 be	 recognised	 in	 the	 design	 process	 and	 the	












The	 first	 section	 presents	 public	 involvement	 generally,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 different	
mechanisms	 for	 involving	 members	 of	 the	 public	 with	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 tasks.	 A	
presentation	of	the	different	terms	for,	and	descriptions	of,	public	involvement	can	
be	 found	 in	 the	 first	 section,	 followed	 by	 a	 description	 of	 public	 involvement	 in	
different	fields	in	more	detail.	A	short	history	of	public	involvement	in	diverse	areas	

















For	 example,	 Leighninger	 (2009)	 identifies	 a	 range	 of	 terms	 used	 for	 	 public	
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participation	in	governmental	decision-making,	including		‘active	citizenship’,	‘citizen-
centred	 work’,	 ‘citizen	 involvement’,	 ‘citizen	 participation’,	 ‘collaborative	
governance’,	 ‘deliberation’,	 ‘deliberative	 democracy’,	 ‘democratic	 governance’,	
‘public	 dialogue’,	 ‘public	 deliberation’	 and	 ‘public	 engagement’.	 However,	 	 the	
differences	between	the	terms	is	unclear,	and	there	are	no	clear	directions	on	how	
and	 on	 which	 occasions	 to	 use	 a	 specific	 term.	 There	 are	 two	 kinds	 of	 language	
challenge	 with	 terminology:	 synonyms	 meaning	 ‘the	 same	 concept,	 different	
terminology’	and	homonyms	meaning	‘the	same	word,	different	meanings’.		
	
The	 easiest	 approach	may	 be	 to	 think	 of	 the	 first	 word	 group	 as	 something	 that	
describes	 people,	 and	 the	 second	 word	 group	 as	 something	 that	 describes	
involvement.	 Synonyms	 for	 ‘people’	 include	 ‘consumer’,	 ‘citizen’	 ‘community’,	
‘customer’,	‘public’,	‘service	user’	and	‘user’,	depending	on	their	function	in	a	specific	
case.	The	word	referring	to	people	can	also	indicate	the	characteristics	of	the	people	
being	 referred	 to.	 For	example,	 ‘community’	 refers	 to	a	 local	 aspect,	 and	 ‘user’	 to	
somebody	using	a	service	or	a	product.	
	
Synonyms	 for	 ‘involvement’	 include	 words	 such	 as	 ‘collaboration’,	 ‘engagement’,	
‘involvement’	 and	 ‘participation’,	 and	 refer	 to	 some	kind	of	 co-operation	between	
‘professionals’,	who	are	doing	 the	 task	as	a	part	of	 their	 job,	 and	members	of	 the	
public.	 Terms	 such	 as	 ‘consultation’,	 ‘emancipation’,	 ‘empowerment’	 and	




‘Citizen	engagement’	 is	 the	used	 term	 in	Canada,	 ‘civic	engagement’	 in	 the	United	
States,	‘citizen	participation’	in	Mexico,	‘public	management’	in	Brazil,	‘partnership’	in	
Scotland,	 ‘public	 consultation’	 in	Australia	 and	 ‘community	 voices’	 in	New	Zealand	





The	 International	Association	 for	Public	Participation	published	 core	 values	 for	 the	
practice	 of	 public	 participation	 in	 2007	 (International	 Association	 for	 Public	





• Public	 participation	 includes	 the	 promise	 that	 the	 public's	 contribution	 will	
influence	the	decision.		
• Public	 participation	 promotes	 sustainable	 decisions	 by	 recognising	 and	
communicating	the	needs	and	interests	of	all	participants,	including	decision	
makers.		
• Public	 participation	 seeks	 out	 and	 facilitates	 the	 involvement	 of	 those	
potentially	affected	by	or	interested	in	a	decision.	
• Public	 participation	 seeks	 input	 from	 participants	 in	 designing	 how	 they	
participate.			
















governmental	 decision-making,	 such	 as	 opinion	 surveys,	 meetings	 and	 public	
hearings.	Hodgson	(2011)	proposes	that	innovative	and	creative	tools,	such	as	art	and	
culture,	 can	 increase	 stakeholder	 involvement.	 She	 names	 visual	 art	 techniques,	
storytelling,	 social	 networking,	 exhibitions,	 music	 performances	 and	 festivals	 as	
examples	of	new	ways	to	achieve	community	engagement	(Hodgson,	2011).	There	are	
different	 types	 of	 community	 engagement	 organisations	 involved	 in	 supporting	
community	engagement	efforts,	for	example	360Communities	(360Communities)	or	
platforms	 for	 discussion,	 for	 example	 the	World	Café	 (The	World	Café,	 2017).	 The	
















According	to	the	 International	Association	for	Public	Participation,	the	next	 level	 in	
hierarchy	 is	 ‘involving’,	which	 in	 this	 context	means	 taking	 the	public	 into	account	
throughout	the	process	to	make	sure	that	the	concerns	and	opinions	of	the	public	are	
understood	(IAP2,	2007b).	Collaboration	is	considered	an	even	more	intense	process,	









unique	 in	 the	 world.	 INVOLVE	 was	 founded	 by	 The	 National	 Institute	 for	 Health	
Research	in	1996	to	promote	public	involvement	in	health	and	social	care	research.	It	
has	 created	 a	 number	 of	 guides	 to	 support	 ethical	 public	 involvement	 (INVOLVE,	
2016).	Another	key	player	in	the	UK	is	the	Involving	People	Network	in	Wales,	which	





‘public	 participation’	 in	 a	 specific	way	 in	 order	 to	 separate	 the	 different	 activities.	
Public	 involvement	 in	research	means	that	members	of	the	public	collaborate	with	









This	 section	 concentrates	on	 the	different	points	of	 view	on	public	 involvement	 in	
research	projects,	because	these	same	principles	can	be	useful	in	design	research	and	
co-design	projects	in	general.	According	to	Staley	(2009),	there	is	evidence	that	public	












public	 carry	out	 the	 research	 themselves,	which	 they	have	proposed	and	designed	
with	the	help	of	professional	researchers	(Buckland	et	al.,	2007b).	
Phases	of	a	research	project	and	activities	for	members	of	the	public	
There	are	a	number	of	ways	 in	which	people	can	become	 involved	 in	 the	different	




made	an	 impact	on	designing	projects,	 improving	research	tools,	 recruitment,	data	















design,	 and	 it	 has	 helped	 researchers	 to	 get	 funding	 by	 adding	 credibility	 and	
establishing	feasibility.	Users	have	also	been	helpful	in	testing	and	improving	research	
tools	and	methods,	which	has	added	reliability	 to	the	studies	(Staley,	2009).	 	 If	 the	




















Group.	 Warburton	 et	 al.	 (2009)	 highlight	 that	 clear	 communication	 between	
researchers	and	stakeholders	is	crucial	and	the	research	process	needs	to	be	explained	
in	a	way	that	everybody	can	understand.	It	is	important	that	the	project	and		methods,	
as	 well	 as	 the	 appropriate	 terminology,	 should	 be	 explained	 thoroughly,	 and	
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Carrying	 out	 research	 includes	 phases	 of	 data	 collection	 and	 then	 analysing	 the	
collected	data.	Members	of	 the	public	may	undertake	data	collection,	 for	example	
interviewing	 participants,	 or	 running	 focus	 groups	 (Smith	 et	 al.,	 2006)	 or,	 in	 the	
extreme,	undertaking	research	projects	(Staley,	2009).	
	
It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 members	 of	 the	 public	 (as	 well	 as	 researchers)	 	 can	 get	
overwhelmed	by	and	stressed	about	the	study	(Staley,	2009).	A	research	project	that	
plans	to	involve	members	of	the	public	should	also	plan	how	to	react	if	the	project	
gets	 too	 difficult	 or	 stressful	 for	 the	 stakeholders.	 Execution	 phase	 guidelines	 also	








may	 experience	 a	 sense	 of	 emptiness	 or	 loneliness	 when	 the	 project	 ends.		
Involvement	 can	 become	 very	 important	 in	 people’s	 lives,	 with	 the	 provision	 of	











explain	 the	 procedures	 needed;	 for	 example,	 payment.	 A	 good	 example	 of	 this	 is	
INVOLVE’s	 series	of	 seven	guidelines:	 three	 for	people	who	are	 thinking	of	 getting	
involved	 in	 research,	 three	 for	 commissioners	 and	 one	 for	 researchers.	 These	
guidelines	 are	 very	 practical	 in	 explaining	 the	 different	 tasks	 from	 the	 different	
perspectives	of	the	different	target	audiences.	
	




in	National	Health	 Service	 (NHS),	 public	health	or	 social	 care	 research,	or	who	are	
considering	 it	 (Buckland	 et	 al.,	 2007b).	 Guides	 and	 guidelines	 can	 be	 targeted	 to	
several	 audiences,	 for	 example,	 members	 of	 the	 public,	 researchers	 or	 research	
committee	 members.	 Some	 guides	 have	 been	 developed	 for	 members	 of	 public	
specifically	to	explain	the	nature	of	research	and	what	is	required	from	the	public,	and	
their	responsibilities	and	rights.	Guides	developed	for	commissioners	concentrate	on	
treating	 the	 lay	 participants	 correctly	 and	 equally	 and	 explaining	 the	 procedures	
needed,	such	as	payment.	These	kinds	of	packages	are	very	useful,	as	there	are	lots	of	
members	of	the	public	who	have	no	experience	of	research.	It	 is	very	important	to	
explain	 to	 them	 what	 the	 research	 process	 includes	 and	 how	 they	 can	 make	 a	
difference.	
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Staley	 (2009)	 reminds	 us	 that	 before	 the	 first	 lay	 person	 becomes	 involved,	 the	
researchers	must	understand	why	they	want	to	 involve	the	public.	The	researchers	




finished,	 as	 discussed	 above.	 There	 is	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 guidelines	 for	 public	














of	 research,	 from	 developing	 priorities	 and	 research	 questions,	 to	




their	 User	 Advisory	 Group,	 because	 without	 proper	 agreement	 beforehand,	
expectations	 are	 harder	 to	meet.	 The	Workshop	 of	 the	 Ageing	Well	 Network	 has	
formed	principles	for	researching	older	people	(Warburton	et	al.,	2009).	These	include	





Williamson	 (2006)	 has	 listed	 nine	 ethical	 concerns	 when	 people	 participate	 in	
research,	which	can	be	described	as		the	‘rights’	of	individual	participants.	The	‘right	
to	 be	 informed’	 means	 that	 participants	 need	 to	 fully	 understand	 what	 they	 are	
committing	 to.	 The	 ‘right	 to	withdraw’	means	 that,	 at	 any	 phase	 of	 the	 research,	
members	of	the	public	can	end	their	participation	without	giving	an	explanation.	The	
third	right	is	a	‘right	not	to	be	harmed’;	not	only	does	this	mean	ensuring	the	safety	






to	payment’,	which	 is	 presented	 in	 the	next	 section	 in	more	detail.	 	 The	 ‘rights	 of	












study.	 Paying	 everybody	 in	 the	 group	 the	 same	 amount	 also	 supports	 equity,	 and	
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Staley	 (2009)	 identifies	 a	 number	 of	 benefits	 to	 public	 involvement	 in	 research	
including	the	production	of		more	significant	research	that	more	effectively	addresses	





the	 need	 for	 medication),	 and	 an	 Advisory	 Group	 can	 help	 to	 devise	 enabling	























This	 thesis	 investigates	 user	 involvement	 and	 collaboration	 in	 a	 co-design	 project.	
There	 are	many	 design	 approaches	 that	 involve	 the	 end	 users,	with	 a	 consequent	
plethora	of	descriptive	terms.	This	thesis	intends	to	consider	three	major	approaches	
identified	as:	user-centred	design,	inclusive	design	and	co-design,	providing	discussion	
of	 each	 definition,	 similarities	 and	 differences.	 The	 quality	 of	 engagement	 and	
guidelines	 for	co-design	are	presented	 in	 the	 fourth	section.	Part	4.	 finishes	with	a	
presentation	 of	multidisciplinary	 collaboration,	 including	 shared	 language.	 Specific	





























The	 design	 of	 mainstream	 products	 and/or	 services	 that	 are	
accessible	 to,	 and	 usable	 by,	 as	 many	 people	 as	 reasonably	














An	 approach	 to	 design	 attempting	 to	 actively	 involve	 all	
stakeholders	in	the	design	process	to	help	ensure	the	results	meet	
their	 needs	 and	 are	 usable.	 It	 was	 first	 recognised	 as	 a	 design	
approach	in	the	1960s	in	Scandinavia	to	help	with	the	transition	to	
more	automated	work	practices	in	factories,	but	has	evolved	over	













	‘User-centred	 design’,	 ‘human	 centred	 design’	 and	 ‘customer	 centred	 design’	 are	
often	 used	 interchangeably	 (Miaskiewicz	&	 Kozar,	 2011).	 Kujala	 (2002)	 states	 that	
successful	product	development	requires	an	understanding	of	customer	needs,	which	




creating	 fit	 for	 purpose	 design	 (Nurkka,	 Kujala,	 &	 Kemppainen,	 2009;	 van	 Rijn,	
Sleeswijk	Visser,	Stappers,	&	Özakar,	2011).	Willis	(2004)	describes	how	user-centred	
design	can	be	described	as	‘socially	responsible’,	because	it	prioritises	user	experience	
over	 product	 form	 or	 appearance.	 Steen	 (2011)	 prefers	 the	 term	 ‘human	 centred	
design’	because,	according	to	him,	‘user’	is	too	limiting	a	term.	
	




need	 to	 be	 in	 balance.	 Budgets	 and	 timelines	 need	 to	 be	 in	 balance	 with	 client	
expectations	and	goals.	 Similarly,	 user	needs	and	wants	 should	be	 in	balance	with	
























are	 designed	by	 learning	 from	 the	users.	 Steen	 (2011)	 explores	 how	 ‘participatory	


















preferences,	 but	 the	 level	 of	 involvement	 differs	 (Kujala,	 2003).	 As	 a	 solution	 to	
understand	 users,	 Marshall	 et	 al.	 (2015)	 propose	 the	 use	 of	 personas,	 which	 are	
descriptions	 of	 typical	 users	 containing	 a	 name,	 a	 photo	 and	 demographic	
information,	 collected	 from	user	 research.	According	 to	Marshall	 et	 al.	 (2015),	 the	
term	‘persona’	was	introduced	by	Alan	Cooper	in	1999.	Miaskiewich	(2011)	suggests	








(Rothstein	&	 Shirey,	 2002).	 Henry	 Dreyfuss	wrote	 his	 book	 ‘Designing	 for	 people’,	
considered	 the	 classic	 text	 of	 industrial	 design,	 over	 half	 a	 century	 ago,	 in	 1955.	














New	 Perspectives	 on	 Human	 Computer	 Interaction’,	 focusing	 on	 the	 interaction	
between	humans	and	computers.	Norman	developed	 	his	concept	of	 	user-centred	
design	,	and	published	the	bestseller	‘The	Psychology	of	Everyday	things’,	republished	
in	2002	as	 ‘Design	of	everyday	 things’	 (Norman,	2013).	Norman	 (2013)	 claims	 that	
objects	we	use	every	day	can	be	confusing,	irritating	and	frustrating	as	a	result	of		poor		
design.	It	is	suggested	that	the	solution	is	human	centred	design,	and	Norman	(2013)	
suggests	 that	 human	needs,	 capabilities	 and	behaviours	 need	 to	be	understood	 in	
order	to	create	practical	and	functioning	design.	Norman	has	published	over	a	dozen	
books	in	the	field	of	design,	but	one	book	particularly	worth	mentioning	is	‘Emotional	
design’,	 which	 was	 published	 in	 2004.	 In	 this	 book,	 Norman	 (2004)	 claims	 that	




Inclusive	 design	 acknowledges	 the	 widest	 possible	 range	 of	 users.	 This	 section	 is	




the	 elderly	 or	 for	 older	 people,	 and	 reminds	 readers	 that	 older	 people	 are	 a	 very	
heterogeneous	group.	Inclusive	design	requires	that	design	should	be	accessible	for	
all,	 irrespective	of	age	or	ability,	but	Kahmann	(2000)	argues	that	 in	practice	this	 is	
impossible.	Therefore,	he	recommends	conscious	exclusion.	
	
‘Inclusive	 design’,	 ‘universal	 design’	 and	 ‘design	 for	 all’	 are	 terms	 that	 are	 used	
interchangeably	(Clarkson	et	al.,	2003;	Ostroff,	2001).	The	term	‘inclusive	design’	 is	








by	 all	 people,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 possible,	 without	 the	 need	 for	
adaptation	or	specialized	design.”	













































(2004)	propose	 that	 there	are	 two	different	approaches	 to	 inclusive	design,	 a	 top-




product	 more	 usable	 (Keates	 &	 Clarkson,	 2004).	 Waller	 et	 al.	 (2010)	 remind	 that	
capability	variation	is	remarkable,	and	affects	different	abilities.	However,	Keates	and	






inclusion	 or	 exclusion.	 Vision,	 hearing,	 thinking,	 reach,	 dexterity	 and	 mobility	 are	
capabilities	 that	 affect	 user	 experience	 and	 their	 potential	 ability	 to	 use	 products	
(Waller	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 Everybody	 has	 capability	 variation,	 and	 ageing	 is	 known	 to	








more	 inclusively.	The	 idea	of	countering	design	exclusion	 is	to	design	 inclusively,	 in	





























Pirkl	 developed	 the	 trans-generational	design	 concept	with	his	 Syracuse	University	
colleagues	 in	 the	 1980s,	 and	 published	 the	 guidelines	 in	 1988	 together	with	Anna	
Babic	in	‘Guidelines	and	Strategies	for	Designing	Trans-generational	Products’	(Pirkl,	
1988,	1991,	1995).		Pirkl	won	the	Gold	Industrial	Design	Excellence	Award	for	his	1994	





term	 trans-generational	 design	 overlaps	 with	 universal	 design.	 However,	 trans-






(Story,	1998).	Fisk	et	al.	 (2009)	make	the	point	 that	when	usability	 is	 improved	 for	





that	 if	 the	 product	 is	 designed	 too	 specifically	 for	 one	 user	 group,	 the	wider	 user	
group’s	requirements	could	be	compromised	(2003).	
Co-design	
Co-design	 was	 the	methodology	 used	 in	 the	 DfAW	 project.	 A	 co-design	 approach	
enables	users	to	participate	in	the	design	process.	This	section	is	divided	into	three	




The	 key	 characteristic	 of	 co-design,	 that	 distinguishes	 it	 from	 UCD	 and	 inclusive	
design,	is	involving	end-users	in	the	design	process,	and	designing	with	them	in	order	
to	satisfy	their	needs	(Sanders,	1999).	In	many	cases,	products	are	so	complicated	that	










value	 chain	 and	 value	 network,	 i.e.,	 all	 stakeholders,	 such	 as	 producers,	 sellers,	
distributors,	buyers	and	public	organisations.	Increasingly,	all	of	these	stakeholders,	
including	users,	are	engaged	in	the	design	process,	but	this	situation	is	not	completely	
challenge-free	 (Buur	 et	 al.,	 2013;	 Sanders,	 1999).	 Sanders	 (2002)	 describes	
participatory	design	as	a	mind-set,	with	the	belief	that	everybody	can	be	creative	if	
they	 are	 given	 the	 right	 tools.	 Mattelmäki	 (2008)	 argues	 that	 it	 is	 not	 that	
straightforward,	 because	 participating	 in	 a	 design	 process	 requires	 a	 creative	
atmosphere,	 knowledge,	 a	 change-oriented	mind-set	 and	 envisioning	 skills,	 which	
might	be	challenging	for	some	stakeholders,	including	members	of	the	public.	
	
Secondly,	 involving	 end	 users	 and	 other	 stakeholders	 from	 outside	 the	 company	








vacuum	 to	 collaborating	 with	 users	 and	 facilitating	 the	 design	 process	 (Botero	 &	
Hyysalo,	2013;	Mattelmäki,	2008).	Wilson	et	al.	 (2015)	comment	 that	adopting	co-
design	techniques	blurs	the	boundaries	between	designers	and	users.	According	to	
Botero	 and	 Hyysalo	 (2013)	 ,	 this	 shift	 has	 led	 to	 	 a	 fear	 that	 co-design	 makes	
professional	designers	unnecessary,		and	further	suggest	that	this	might	sometimes	
be	 the	 case,	 	 for	 example	working	 	 with	 lead	 users	 and	 technology-savvy	 people.	
Nevertheless,	 there	 are	 many	 product	 types	 and	 end-user	 groups	 that	 need	 a	
professional	 designer’s	 expertise	 in	 order	 to	 create	 design	 solutions	 (Botero	 &	
Hyysalo,	2013;	Wilson	et	al.,	2015).	Furthermore,		it	may	be	argued	that	although	users	
can	 participate	 in	 the	 design	 process,	 sophisticated	 design	 expertise	 gained	 by	











Sanders	 and	 Stappers	 (2008)	 explore	 how	 the	 same	 level	 of	 creativity	 cannot	 be	
required	from	everyone,	but	state	that	users	of	different	 levels	of	ability	should	be	






process	 should	 aim	 to	 be	 inclusive,	 highlighting	 the	 importance	 of	 	 effective	
communication	skills,	and	(2015)		suggesting	that	a	combination	of	co-design	methods	
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should	 be	 selected	 that	 facilitates	 the	 involvement	 of	 people	 	 communication	
impairment	and	other		disabilities.	
Short	history	of	co-design	
Sanders	 and	Stappers	 (2008)	 conclude	 that	 co-design	 traditions	have	developed	 in	
parallel	in	the	U.S.	and	Europe.	The	user-centred	design	approach	was	created	in	the	










practices	 to	 enhance	 collaboration	 between	 different	 stakeholders:	 users,	 trade	









order	 to	better	understand	user	 requirements	 (Sanders,	1999).	 In	 the	1990s,	user-
centred	design	had	become	mainstream,	and	Sanders	wrote	in	1999	that	there	was	a	
shift	happening,	from	user-centred	design	to	participatory	design	(Sanders,	2002).	In	
the	 2000s,	 co-design	 gained	more	 attention	 and	 academic	 research	 into	 co-design	
increased,	 with	 	 the	 	 academic	 journal,	 ‘CoDesign’,	 being	 first	 	 published	 in	 2005	
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problems;	 save	 money	 and	 time	 in	 new	 product	 development;	 increase	 product	
awareness	among	customers;	and	create	user	empowerment	(Hoyer	et	al.	2010).	Even	
though	 engaging	 users	 can	 create	 great	 value	 for	 a	 company,	 it	 is	 not	 an	 easy	 or	
straightforward	process,	and	it	requires	extra	effort	from	the	company	(Thomke	&	von	
Hippel,	 2002).	 Weber	 et	 al.	 (2012)	 stress	 that	 involving	 users	 in	 the	 design	 and	
development	process	contains	risks,	costs	and	strategic	consequences.	That	is	one	of	
the	reasons	why	industry	has	been	slow	to	adopt	collaborative	design	methods	into	
their	product	 innovation	and	development	processes,	even	 though	 there	has	been	
growing	interest	in	user	involvement	in	co-design;	new	co-design	methods	are	being	
increasingly	 developed;	 and	 the	 value	of	 engaging	users	 into	 corporate	 innovation	























Stappers	 (2008)	 name	 passive	 consumerism,	 and	 they	 think	 that	 it	 will	 take	 time	
before	 people	 are	willing	 to	 actively	 participate	 in	 a	 creation	 process.	 Thirdly,	 co-
design	has	been	seen	as	an	academic	design	theory	that	has	not	been	actively	adopted	








design	 methods,	 techniques	 and	 events	 have	 been	 created	 (Andersen,	 Danholt,	
Halskov,	 Hansen,	 &	 Lauritsen,	 2015;	 Lucero,	 Vaajakallio,	 &	 Dalsgaard,	 2012;	
Vaajakallio	&	Mattelmäki,	 2014).	 There	 are	 already	 several	 books	 about	 co-design	
methods	that	can	help	in	selecting	co-design	methods	(Hanington	&	Martin,	2012;	V.	
J.	 Kumar,	 2012;	 E.	 Sanders	 &	 Stappers,	 2012;	 Van	 Boeijen,	 Daalhuizen,	 van	 deer	








ideas	and	 innovations	that	can	also	benefit	 the	majority	of	consumers	 (von	Hippel,	
2005).	On	the	other	hand,	participatory	design	encourages	lay	people,	who	might	not	
be	 used	 to	 creative	 design	 thinking,	 to	 contribute	 their	 ideas	 to	 design,	 and	 this	







Two	 examples	 of	 exploring	 design	 ideas	 with	 users	 are	 design	 probes	 and	 design	
games	 (Madden,	 Cadet-James,	 Atkinson,	 &	 Watkin	 Lui,	 2014;	 Mattelmäki,	 2005;	
Vaajakallio	 &	 Mattelmäki,	 2014).	 Design	 games	 can	 be	 used	 in	 collaborative	




The	design	probes	are	a	 tool	package	 that	help	users	document	 their	experiences,	
feelings	and	attitudes	an	inspiring	way,	and	therefore	help	designers	collect	data	from	
users	 (Mattelmäki,	 2005,	 p.	 83,	 2008).	 The	 probes	 are	 based	 on	 the	 user’s	 self-
documentation,	and	toolkits	can	include	documentation	equipment	such	as	notepads,	
postcards,	disposable	cameras,	diaries	and	tape	recorders	(Mattelmäki,	2005;	Weber,	
2011).	 Cultural	 probes	 were	 first	 introduced	 in	 1999,	 when	 Gaver	 et	 al.	 (1999)	
delivered	them	to	older	people	to	get	 information	about	their	 living	environments,	
and	 since	 then,	 probes	 have	 been	 developed	 further	 (Madden	 et	 al.,	 2014;	
Mattelmäki,	2008).	Madden	et	al.	 (2014)	name	 four	purposes	 for	probes:	 inspiring	





inspiring	 all	 stakeholders,	 supporting	 collaboration	 in	 multidisciplinary	 teams,	 and	
gaining	insights	into	users’	private	experiences.	
	
The	 shift	 to	 participatory	 design	 means	 that	 facilitation	 skills	 become	 crucially	
important.	Traditionally,	user	research	has	been	carried	out	by	social	researchers	and	





well	 how	 successful	 co-design	 is	 dependent	 on	 human	 relationships,	 whether	
between	the	team	and	users	or	within	a	multi-disciplinary	team.	
“The	development	of	 support	 for	 collaborative	design	 should	 target	not	
only	 methods	 of	 solving	 design	 problems	 but	 also	 informal	 and	 social	







Matthews).	 For	 example,	 challenges	 may	 arise	 in	 an	 organisation	 from	
miscommunication	 during	 multi-disciplinary	 collaboration	 between	 different	
departments	or	design	teams	(Buur	&	Matthews,	2008;	Karlgren	&	Ramberg,	2012).	









research	about	good	practice	 in	 the	co-design	process.	There	are	a	 few	works	that	































of	 the	 community	 is	 more	 important	 than	 reaching	 a	 previously	 set	 goal.	 They	
recommend	having	clear	goals	and	clarifying	expectations,	because	false	expectations	




older	 people	 and	 have	 created	 seven	 guidelines	 for	 designing	 with	 older	 people.	
Firstly,	they	recommend	that	designers	‘provide	alternative	activities’.	Older	people	
can	have	disabilities	 that	prevent	 them	from	fully	collaborating,	and	 therefore	 it	 is	
good	 to	 offer	 alternative	methods.	 Secondly,	 they	 propose	 that	 organisers	 should	
‘create	temporary	subgroups	to	overcome	deficits’.	This	means	that	they	recommend	
grouping	people	with	different	disability	levels	into	the	same	group	so	that	they	can	

































written	 in	 an	 accessible	 style	 and	 sent	 well	 in	 advance	 of	 meetings.	 A	 friendly	
facilitation	style	was	seen	as	 important,	with	participants	encouraged	to	speak	and	
assured	there	are	‘no	stupid	questions.’	Secondly,	the	meeting	room	was	organised	






based	 on	 his	 professional	 expertise,	 not	 scientific	 research.	 He	wanted	 to	write	 a	






knowledge	 base,	 skills,	 competencies,	 materials,	 problems,	 concerns	 and	
perspectives,	but	also	they	show	loyalty	to	fellow	members,	even	when	being	critical	


















fading	 boundaries	 between	 traditional	 design	 disciplines,	 such	 as	 clothing	 design,	





















objectives	 and	 purpose	 Thirdly,	 ‘teams	 need	 enabling	 structures’:	 that	 is	 the	 right	









do	 not	 participate	 in	 the	 work.	 ‘Laughing	 out’	 refers	 to	 people	 not	 taking	 tasks	
seriously	and	having	fun,	but	not	effectively	working.	‘Dysfunctional	conflict’	means	
people	who	do	not	get	along	with	each	other	and	hamper	team	work.	‘Apart	together’	
refers	 to	 people	 working	 in	 clusters	 and	 artificially	 concluding	 the	 work.	 The	 last	
phenomenon,	 ‘group	 think’	 means	 poor	 compromises	 in	 name	 of	 the	 group	
consensus.	Franz	(2012)	has	also	listed	six	general	hampering	factors	for	teamwork:	












on	 language	 in	 a	way	 that	 it	 helps	 them	 communicate	more	 effectively”.	 In	 2006,	
Kleinsmann	 proposed	 the	 following	 definition	 for	 co-design	 in	 her	 PhD	 thesis	
(Kleinsmann,	Valkenburg,	&	Buijs,	2007,	p.	60):	





Kleinsmann	 et	 al.,	 (2007)	 study	 on	 aspects	 that	 either	 advance	 or	 hamper	 good	
collaboration	in	a	co-design	process	concluded	that	effective	collaboration	in	a	design	
process	 requires	 good	 communication	 between	 stakeholders	 and	 shared	
understanding.	 They	 concluded	 that	 effective	 collaboration	 in	 a	 design	 process	
requires	 good	 communication	 between	 stakeholders	 and	 shared	 understanding,	
which	 means	 similar	 perceptions	 about	 the	 design	 task	 at	 hand.	 Thomas	 and	
McDonagh	(2013)	claim	that	when	shared	language	is	created	together	with	the	whole	
team,	it	is	at	its	most	effective.	Kleinsmann,	Valkenburg	and	Buijs	(2007)	also	propose	






































study.	 The	 first	 section	 discusses	 the	 theoretical	 framework.	 The	 following	 section	
presents	 the	 choices	 of	 methodology	 and	 the	 justification	 for	 selecting	 a	 certain	
approach.	This	is	followed	by	a	discussion	of	the	chosen	case	study	methodology.	
Theoretical	framework	
There	 are	 two	 approaches	 to	 enquiry	 in	 the	 social	 sciences,	 the	 structured	 and	
unstructured	 approach,	 and	 both	 represent	 different	 research	 strategies	 (Bryman,	
2012).	The	key	characteristic	of	the	structured	approach	is	that	the	research	process	
is	predetermined	and	conducted	in	a	structured	order,	contrary	to	the	unstructured	
approach,	 which	 permits	 flexibility	 in	 the	 research	 process	 (Kumar,	 2010).	




quantitative	 and	 qualitative	 research	 can	 have	 the	 same	 aim,	 and	 therefore	 the	
methods	can	be	combined.	
	
In	 general,	 qualitative	 study	 forms	 a	 holistic	 picture	 with	 words,	 and	 quantitative	
studies	can	be	measured	with	numbers	(Creswell,	1994).	Both	approaches	have	their	
place	in	research,	and	they	are	very	commonly	used	together	to	support	each	other	
and	 lessen	 their	 weaknesses.	 One	 characteristic	 for	 qualitative	 research	 is	 an	
understanding	of	social	realities,	as	it	concentrates	on	the	experiences	of	participants	





According	 to	 Crotty	 (1998),	 there	 are	 four	 elements	 that	 inform	 one	 another	 in	
research,	 and	 which	 every	 researcher	 needs	 to	 decide	 on	 before	 they	 begin.	 The	
epistemological	approach	means	the	theory	of	knowledge	that	will	be	used,	and	it	is	
chosen	 first	 (Crotty,	 1998).	 The	 epistemological	 stance	 affects	 the	 selection	 of	 a	
theoretical	 perspective,	 which	 is	 a	 philosophical	 stance	 informing	 methodological	
decisions	 (Crotty,	 1998).	Creswell	 (1994,	p.	 9)	 gives	 four	 reasons	 to	 select	 either	 a	
quantitative	 or	 qualitative	 paradigm:	 the	 “researcher’s	 worldview,	 training	 and	




Some	 elements	 of	 the	 research	 process	 include	 the	 epistemology,	 the	 theoretical	
perspective,	the	research	approach,	the	methodology	and	the	method	(Gray,	2009)	
(See	Fig.	5.).	My	choice	 for	 the	epistemology	 is	 constructivism.	Constructivism	was	
selected	 because	 there	 is	 no	 singular	 truth	 in	 the	 constructivism	 paradigm,	 and	
therefore,	 reality	 is	perceived	 to	be	 subjective.	 This	means	 that	 there	are	multiple	
ways	 of	 seeing	 every	 event,	 and	 reality	 is	 produced	 by	 human	 intelligence.	 The	
theoretical	perspective	choice	for	my	work	is	interpretivism,	which	acknowledges	that	
there	is	no	single	external	reality,	but	multiple	realities	depending	on	the	observer.	



















Time	 and	 place	 can	make	 the	 realities	 different.	 The	 research	 approach	 used	was	
inductive,	because	there	was	no	starting	hypothesis	to	test.	In	an	inductive	approach,	
data	 is	 collected	 and	 analysed	 first	 to	 see	 emerging	 patterns	 and	 relationships	
(Creswell,	1994).	In	inductive	thinking,	it	might	be	possible	to	create	generalisations,	
relationships	or	theories	 from	the	data	 in	 the	data	analysis	phase	 (Creswell,	1994).	
According	 to	 Gomm	 (2004),	 there	 are	 three	 types	 of	 generalisation:	 empirical	 or	




The	 methodology	 choice	 for	 this	 study	 is	 a	 case	 study,	 which	 fitted	 with	 my	
expectations	that	mixed	methods	may	be	needed.	As	set	out	in	the	next	chapter,	the	
primary	data	collection	methods	were	semi-structured	 interviews	and	observation.	









hampering	 factors	 in	 the	co-design	process.	 I	attempted	to	 find	an	evidence-based	
theory	 about	 what	 needs	 to	 be	 considered	 when	 leading	 co-design	 projects	 with	
users.	I	considered	different	types	of	systems	theories	for	conceptual	framework,	but	
they	were	not	suitable.	I	also	considered	collaboration	and	co-production	models,	but	

















This	 research	 was	 influenced	 by	 several	 underpinning	 beliefs.	 The	 underpinning	
knowledge	was	 about	 co-design	methods	 and	 facilitation.	 The	 target	 group	 of	 the	
design	 were	 older	 people.	 Ageing	 affects	 participation	 and	 knowledge	 about	 the	
effects	 of	 ageing	 influences	 co-design	 methods	 and	 public	 involvement.	 Public	
involvement	 researchers	 have	 done	 research	 about	 how	 to	 involve	 users	 in	 the	








































engages	 us	 with	 things	 that	 matter,	 ways	 that	 matter”.	 She	 (2002)	 defends	 her	
statement	 by	 explaining	 that	 qualitative	 research	 methodology	 provides	 the	
opportunity	 to	 explore	 people’s	 experiences	 and	 their	 understandings	 of	 complex	
everyday	 life	 and	 social	 interactions.	 Qualitative	 research	 can	 take	 the	 form	 of	
ethnography,	 phenomenology,	 grounded	 theory,	 action	 research	 or	 case	 study	
methodology.	All	of	these	methodologies	combine	a	compatible	set	of	principles	to	
inform	 the	 whole	 process	 of	 research	 (Crouch	 &	 Pearce,	 2012).	 Qualitative	 and	
quantitative	methodologies	have	different	methods.	Some	of	the	qualitative	methods	





























analysis,	 visual	 methods,	 life	 histories	 or	 biographies	 (Hennink	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 Flick	
(2007)	has	listed	the	positive	characteristics	of	a	qualitative	research	design.	A	clear	
focus,	research	questions,	methods	and	sampling	are	part	of	good	research	design	and	
important	 for	 the	 manageability	 of	 the	 research	 (Flick,	 2007).	 Crouch	 and	 Pearce	
(2012)	highlight	that	it	is	important	to	consider	methodologies	in	light	of	the	research	
position,	and	as	a	 tool	 for	making	 intellectually	well-informed	decisions	during	 the	
research	process.		
	
As	 it	 is	necessary	 to	provide	a	 rationale	 for	 the	qualitative	 research	approach,	 it	 is	




certain	 kinds	 of	 knowledge,	 and	 may	 affect	 the	 limitations	 of	 knowledge.	
Epistemological	 foundations	 differ	 in	 quantitative	 and	 qualitative	 methodologies	
(Bryman,	2012).	Crouch	and	Pearce	(2012)	stress	that	the	most	important	thing	is	that	
methodological	 decisions	 are	 clear,	 purposeful,	 coherent,	 ethical,	 and	 capable	 of	





Quantitative	 and	 qualitative	 research	 strategies	 differ	 from	 their	 epistemological	
foundations	(Bryman,	2012).	In	quantitative	research,	reality	is	seen	as	objective	and	
singular,	and	the	process	of	research	deductive,	the	opposite	of	the	subjective	and	
multiple	 reality	 and	 inductive	 approach	 seen	 in	 qualitative	 study	 (Creswell,	 1994).	
Quantitative	research	has	the	possibility	of	making	statistical	generalisations,	whereas	
qualitative	 research	 can	 create	 thick	 descriptions	 of	 the	 phenomenon	 and	
participant’s	 experiences.	Quantitative	 research	 is	 suitable	 for	 testing	 theories	and	
qualitative	 research	 is	 capable	 of	 generating	 new	 theories	 (Bryman,	 2012).	 Both	
approaches	have	their	place,	because	the	research	aims	and	purposes	define	the	right	
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choice.	 I	 chose	 the	 qualitative	 approach,	 because	 this	 approach	 requires	 thick	
descriptions	of	the	participant’s	experiences.	
	
In	 the	 following	 sections,	 I	 will	 present	 the	 most	 common	 qualitative	 research	





of	 an	 ethnic	 group’.	 Ethnographic	 research	 is	 interested	 in	 how	 different	 types	 of	
groups	or	 communities	 live	 and	experience	 their	 lives	 and	 the	world	 around	 them	
(Robson,	2011).	The	ethnographic	researcher	attempts	to	gain	a	holistic	picture	of	the	
researched	 community,	 including	 the	 economic,	 cultural	 and	 economic	 context	
(Hennink	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 Common	 research	methods	 in	 ethnography	 are	 participant	
observations,	interviews	and	the	analysis	of	artefacts	and	documents	(Creswell,	2013).	
A	typical	feature	for	ethnographic	research	is	the	observation	of	participants,	but	it	






be	 called	 field	 research	 (Gomm,	 2004).	 Ethnographic	 research	 grew	 out	 of	 the	
discipline	of	 anthropology:	 the	 study	of	human	beings,	 their	 lived	experiences	 and	




even	 years,	 living	 alongside	 the	 researched	 society	 (Crouch	 &	 Pearce,	 2012).	
Observations	 can	 be	 of	 different	 things	 and	 Creswell	 (2013)	 gives	 some	 examples	
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Observation	 is	 commonly	divided	 into	participant	and	non-participant	observation,	
and	 they	 have	 a	 long	 history	 in	 qualitative	 research	 (Flick,	 2009).	 Ethnographic	
approaches	in	design	research	have	the	potential	to	identify	and	elaborate	the	social	
and	cultural	dimensions	of	design	problems	and	solutions	(Crouch	&	Pearce,	2012).	











Gray	 (2009)	 states	 that	 ethnography	 differs	 from	 phenomenology	 by	 often	
researching	‘sites’	instead	of	individuals.	Ethnographic	methods	were	appropriate	for	




and	 it	 has	 a	 very	 strong	 anti-positivist	 view	 on	 research	 (Bryman,	 2012).	 In	 the	
phenomenological	 paradigm,	 people’s	 experiences	 are	 studied,	 often	 in	 a	 small	




Phenomenology	 concentrates	 on	 studying	 individuals,	 and	 uses	 relatively	
unstructured	methods	of	data	collection,	often	using	as	its	main	method	unstructured	
interviews,	 although	 other	 qualitative	 methods	 can	 be	 used	 as	 well	 (Gray,	 2009).	














approach	of	 phenomenology	did	 not	 fit	 the	multi-participant	 group	 sample	whose	
perspectives	I	wanted	to	gather.			
Grounded	theory	
The	 main	 purpose	 of	 grounded	 theory	 approach	 is	 to	 generate	 theory	 from	 	 the	
collected	 data	 and	 avoid	 presumptions	 (Charmaz	 &	 Lewis-Beck,	 2004;	 Flick,	 2009;	
Robson,	 2011).	 Therefore,	 grounded	 theory	 is	 situated	 	 under	 the	 umbrella	 of	













referred	 to	 as	 a	 data	 analysing	method,	when	 data	 is	 coded	with	 open,	 axial	 and	









among	 the	business,	 nursing	and	education	 fields	 (Crouch	&	Pearce,	 2012).	Action	
research	is	flexible	and	it	allows	new	research	questions	to	arise	along	the	way,	as	well	
as	 the	 use	 of	 a	 variety	 of	 research	methods	 (Crouch	&	 Pearce,	 2012).	Gorard	 and	
Taylor	(2004)	state	that	action	research	typically	takes	place	in	real-world	setting.	The	
intention	 of	 solving	 the	 problems	 separates	 action	 research	 from	 other	 forms	 of	
research	methodologies,	which	mainly	aim	to	understand	and	explain	the	phenomena	
and	develop	new	 theories	 (Crouch	&	Pearce,	2012).	There	are	 two	 types	of	action	
research	–	one	without	controls,	and	one	with	control	groups	(Gomm,	2004).	Gomm	









This	 discussion	 focuses	 on	 the	 strengths	 and	 limitations	 of	 the	 chosen	 research	
approach.	In	this	particular	piece	of	research,	there	was	a	need	to	gain	insights	from	




because	 it	 explores	 people’s	 perceptions	 of	 the	 co-design	 process	 and	 multi-




The	 case	 study	 methodology	 is	 particularly	 appropriate	 when	 the	 focus	 is	 on	 a	
contemporary	 phenomenon	 in	 real	 life;	 for	 instance,	 an	 individual,	 group,	







organisational	 and	 managerial	 processes,	 neighbourhood	 change,	 school	
performance,	international	relations	and	the	maturation	of	industries”	(Gray,	2009,	p.	
247;	 Yin,	 2008,	 p.	 4).	Hancock	 and	Algozinne	 (2017)	 point	 out	 that	 the	 case	 study	
methodology	 can	 be	 qualitative,	 but	 also	 quantitative.	 In	 this	 work,	 case	 study	








case	 study,	 concentrating	 on	 collaborative	 design	 and	 interactions	 in	 the	 DfAW	
project,	 with	 four	 units	 of	 analysis	 embedded.	 These	 four	 units	 were	 the	 team	
members,	the	project	partners,	the	URG	members	and	the	UAG	members.	I	could	have	
chosen	multiple	case	studies	with	different	co-design	projects,	but	I	felt	that	the	DfAW	
project	 provided	a	 sufficient	 sample	 to	 answer	 the	 research	question.	 Therefore,	 I	
ended	up	with	a	single	case	study	with	41	participants.	Simons	(2009)	describes	a	case	
study	 as	 research	 on	 a	 singular,	 particular	 and	 unique	 case,	 which	 was	 also	 the	
situation	in	this	study.	Robson	(2011)	agrees	with	Simons,	stating	that	doing	case	study	











study	 is	 a	 suitable	methodology	 to	 choose	when	 the	 research	 attempts	 to	 answer	
questions	 such	 as	 ‘how’	 or	 ‘why’.	 Crouch	 and	 Pearce	 (2012)	 highlight	 that	 the	
particular	focus	for	the	case	study	must	be	identified,	because	it	affects	the	research	
outcome.	A	wide	variety	of	research	methods	can	be	used	 in	case	studies,	and	the	







data.	 The	 data	 can	 be	 in	 the	 form	 of	 artefacts,	 documents,	 interviews	 and	
observations	 (Yin,	2008).	Yin	 (2008)	reminds	us	also	that	a	case	study	 is	a	versatile	












external	 validity	 of	 results	 and	 generalisability	 (Gagnon,	 2010).	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
important	to	carry	out	rigorous	case	studies	where	each	stage	(research	design,	data	
collection,	 analysis,	 interpretation	 and	 reporting)	 is	 reported	 in	 detail	 and	 can	 be	
reproduced	 (Robson,	 2011).	 Ensuring	 rigour	 includes	 a	 variety	 of	 things,	 such	 as	
internal	validity,	external	validity	including	generalisation,	reliability,	trustworthiness,	























validity	 (Gray,	 2009).	 Yin	 (2008)	 states	 that	 there	 are	 two	 different	 types	 of	
generalisation.	 Statistical	 generalisation	 is	 used	 in	 surveys	 and	 analytical	
generalisation	in	case	studies,	where	theory	may	be	made	based	on	a	particular	set	of	










ensured	 with	 triangulation.	 The	 four	 triangulation	 types	 are:	 data,	 investigator,	
multiple	and	methodological	triangulation	(Denzin,	1989).	 In	this	study,	 I	used	data	
and	 method	 triangulation.	 Data	 was	 collected	 from	 different	 stakeholder	 groups	
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and	 this	 chapter	 presented	 the	 rationale	 for	 why	 this	 was	 the	 case.	 This	 chapter	
provided	an	 introduction	 to	 the	most	 common	qualitative	 research	methodologies	
and	presented	the	rationale	as	to	why	a	certain	methodology	was	chosen.	A	case	study	
approach	was	the	most	suitable	option	for	this	work,	and	this	section	has	gone	some	





This	 chapter	 presents	 four	 alternative	 research	 methods	 and	 the	 rationale	 for	
choosing	two	of	them.	The	primary	data	collection	method	was	interviews,	and	these	
were	complemented	by	non-participant	observation.	As	discussed	in	the	last	chapter,	







The	 qualitative	 research	method	 options	 considered	were	 focus	 groups,	 individual	
interviews,	 participatory	workshops	 and	 observation.	 After	 consideration,	 I	 in	 fact	
chose	 an	 individual	 semi-structured	 interviewing	 technique	 and	 non-participant	
observation	as	my	data	collection	methods.	When	making	the	selection	for	this	study,	
methods	were	 sought	 that	 provided	 the	opportunity	 to	 further	 explore	 the	 views,	












of	 research,	 for	 example,	 explanatory,	 exploratory,	 evaluative	 and	 policy-oriented	




















and	 sensitive	 topics,	because	confidentiality	 cannot	be	 fully	guaranteed	 in	a	group	







Focus	 groups	 can	 encourage	 people	 to	 open	 up	 and	 share	 experiences	 (Barbour,	
2007),	but	focus	groups	are	harder	to	manage	than	interviewing	individuals	(Bryman,	
2012),	 and	 therefore	 two	 facilitators	 might	 help	 manage	 the	 group.	 A	 researcher	








the	 proposed	 models	 is	 funnel	 design,	 where	 the	 discussion	 starts	 with	 an	
introduction	 and	 broad	 opening	 questions.	 The	 purpose	 of	 the	 introduction	 is	 to	
provide	an	awareness	of	the	topic	to	stakeholders	and	to	make	participants	relax	and	
get	 to	 know	 each	 other.	 The	 aim	 of	 the	 broad	 opening	 question	 serves	 the	 same	
purpose	 of	 making	 participants	 feel	 ease.	When	 the	 opening	 questions	 feel	 easy,	
participants	may	stop	stressing	about	the	focus	group	situation.	One	approach	is	that	
questions	for	a	focus	group	can	be	divided	into	four	categories	in	chronological	order:	
introductory	 questions,	 transition	 questions,	 key	 questions	 and	 closing	 questions	
(Hennink	et	al.,	2010).	Introductory	questions	prepare	the	research	topic	and	warm	








as	 the	 research	 topic	 and	 the	 characteristics	 of	 interest	 of	 the	 interviewees.	
Sometimes,	a	group	interview	can	encourage	people	to	talk	more	and	inspire	fruitful	
discussion.	When	a	 topic	 is	very	personal,	an	 individual	 face-to-face	 interview	may	
help	the	interviewee	to	feel	confident	and	open	up	more	than	in	a	group	situation.		
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After	 consideration,	 I	 did	 not	 choose	 focus	 group-style	 interviews.	 Sometimes,	
members	of	the	group	can	help	others	to	remember	things	correctly,	but	they	may	
also	 want	 to	 hide	 something	 or	 have	 something	 they	 do	 not	 want	 be	 discussed	
(Hirsjärvi	et	al.,	2005).	The	sensitive	nature	of	some	of	the	challenges	of	the	DfAW	
project	meant	that	these	sensitivities	would	best	be	managed	in	private,	anonymised	
interviews,	 whereas	 anonymity	 cannot	 be	 assured	 in	 a	 group	 interview.	 I	 did	 not	




via	 the	 internet,	 through	 social	 media	 or	 by	 using	 Skype.	 Kvale	 (2007)	 defines	
interviews	 as	being	 conversations,	where	 the	 interviewer	decides	 the	 construction	
and	the	objective.	One	means	of	classifying	interviews	is	through	dividing	them	into	
structured	 and	unstructured	 interviews,	with	 different	 levels	 of	 flexibility	 between	
these	two	types	(Bryman,	2012;	Kumar,	2010).	In	structured	interviews,	questions	are	
predetermined,	 and	 they	 are	 asked	 in	 a	 decided	order	 (Kumar,	 2010).	 The	 tool	 or	
instrument	often	used	in	structured	interviews	is	the	interview	guide,	where	questions	
are	written	down	(Bryman,	2012;	R.	Kumar,	2010).	The	benefit	of	using	predetermined	
























(2010)	 prefers	 a	 logical	 progression	 for	 the	 questions.	 Kvale	 (2007)	 prefers	
introductory	questions:	easier	questions	at	the	beginning	to	help	the	interviewee	to	
relax,	and	then	a	gradual	process	of	asking	more	important	questions	stimulates	the	











The	expert	 interview	 is	another	 form	of	 interview,	when	the	 interviewer	has	some	
special	 knowledge	of	 the	 studied	 field	 (Flick,	2009).	An	 interviewee	can	also	be	an	
expert	 from	 another	 aspect	 other	 than	 their	 professional	 education,	 for	 example,	
personal	knowledge	that	has	been	gained	through	their	individual	life	experiences	or	
hobbies	(Flick,	2009).	Although	interviewing	experts	can	bring	lots	of	insights,	it	can	











data.	 Interviews	 can	 be	 conducted	with	 a	 different	 number	 of	 people	 taking	 part	
(Hirsjärvi	et	al.,	2005).	All	 forms	of	 interviews	 (individual,	pair	or	group	 interviews)	





This	 was	 quite	 possible	 as	 one	 focus	 of	 the	 interviews	 was	 to	 be	 on	 the	
interdisciplinary	nature	of	the	project,	which	could	potentially	raise	conflicting	views	
that	 would	 need	 careful	 management.	 It	 would	 also	 have	 been	 very	 difficult	 to	




















of	 under	 10	 pre-selected	 participants	 (Hennink	 et	 al.,	 2010),	 but	 participatory	
workshops	 can	 have	 a	much	wider	 attendance,	 even	 over	 100	 people	 (Chambers,	
2011).	In	general,	Chambers	(2011)	considers	participatory	workshop	with	over	thirty	
attendees	to	be	large.	Participatory	workshops	and	group	decision-making	processes	
are	particularly	 suitable	 for	action	 research	as	 they	present	a	 shared	way	 forward.	
Community	 engagement	 and	 co-design	 approaches	 have	 adopted	 participatory	
workshops	as	an	effective	way	of	collecting	information.	This	is	because	they	provide	
an	opportunity	to	 incorporate	a	range	of	methods	that	would	not	be	supported	by	











draw	 their	 ideas	 freely	 (Hanington	 &	 Martin,	 2012).	 One	 common	 denominator	
between	methods	is	to	engage	participants	visually.	Sibbet	(2010)	proposes	that	visual	
thinking	and	mapping	out	ideas	engages	people,	but	also	helps	groups	to	understand	





they	 imagine	 what	 it	 is	 supposed	 to	 be	 about	 even	 before	 joining	 the	 meeting.	
Therefore,	it	is	important	to	give	sufficient	information	beforehand	(Sibbet,	2010).	He	
proposes	that	people’s	thinking	and	expectations	cannot	be	controlled,	but	they	can	












possibility	 of	 getting	 beyond	 people’s	 opinions	 and	 attitudes	 (Gray,	 2009).	













observation,	 also	 called	 non-participant	 observation,	 where	 the	 researcher	 is	
‘invisible’,	is	impossible	to	perform	fully	due	to	the	risk	of	the	Hawthorn	effect.	When	





















accurate	 sense	 of	what	 they	 see.	 Therefore,	 asking	 the	 actors	 in	 those	 settings	 is	
preferable,	 to	better	explain	what	has	been	observed.	 It	 is	not	possible	 to	observe	























people	would	relax,	but	 I	could	still	 focus	on	what	 I	 saw	without	 the	distraction	of	
being	a	co-facilitator.	All	of	the	workshops	were	to	be	video	recorded,	which	would	
enable	me	to	replay	and	cross-examine	the	data.	One-to-one	interviews	would	allow	
me	 to	 get	 deep	 insight	 into	 people’s	 views.	 Participatory	workshops	 often	 do	 not	
permit	the	same	depth,	as	the	facilitator	is	busy	trying	to	enable	everyone	to	be	heard	
and	managing	the	group	dynamics	and	dominant	voices	that	are	often	present	even	





content	 of	 the	 interview	 guide	was	 developed	 through	my	 own	 knowledge	 of	 the	
subject	area,	insights	from	the	literature	review	and	insights	from	early	observations.	





The	 fieldwork	 observation	 had	 a	 significant	 role	 in	 creating	 the	 interview	 guide,	
because	 it	 indicated	 valuable	 interview	 questions	 and	 topics.	 There	 were	 15	
workshops	and	I	was	present	in	13	of	them.	I	missed	Workshop	1	at	the	project	start	




















In	 conclusion,	 there	were	 four	methods	 that	 I	 considered	using	 in	my	 study:	 focus	
groups,	 individual	 interviewing,	 participatory	 workshops	 and	 non-participant	
observations.	 This	 chapter	 presents	 these	 four	 alternatives	 and	 the	 rationale	 for	





This	 chapter	 first	 presents	 study	 sampling,	 including	 the	 planned	 sample	 and	 the	





project,	 I	 aimed	 to	 include	 everybody	 who	 belonged	 to	 the	 case.	 The	 available	
population	consisted	of	everybody	who	participated	 in	 the	DfAW	research	project,	
which	 totalled	 41	 people.	 Everybody	 had	 a	 role	 in	 co-design	 and	 interdisciplinary	
working,	 so	 it	 was	 valuable	 to	 interview	 everybody.	 The	 opportunities	 to	 include	
people	were	through	individual	interviews	or	observations	of	group	activities	which	
comprised	 team	 meetings	 and	 participatory	 co-design	 workshops	 (n=15).	 Table	 2	
shows	 the	 available	 sample	 of	 41	 project	 participants.	 Minimal	 identifying	
characteristics	are	given	to	protect	their	anonymity.	
	
		 Participant	 Gender	 		 		 Participant	 Gender	
1	 Team	member	 female	 		 1	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Female	
2	 Team	member	 female	 		 2	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Female	
3	 Team	member	 female	 		 3	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Female	
4	 Team	member	 female	 		 4	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Female	
5	 Team	member	 female	 		 5	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Female	
6	 Team	member	 female	 		 6	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Male	
7	 Team	member	 female	 		 7	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Male	
8	 Team	member	 male	 		 8	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Male	
9	 Team	member	 male	 		 9	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Male	
10	 Team	member	 male	 		 10	 User	Reference	Group	member	 Male	
11	 Team	member	 male	 		 		 		 		
12	 Team	member	 male	 		 1	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
13	 Team	member	 male	 		 2	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
14	 Team	member	 male	 		 3	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
		 		 		 		 4	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
1	 Project	partner	 female	 		 5	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
2	 Project	partner	 male	 		 6	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
3	 Project	partner	 male	 		 7	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Female	
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4	 Project	partner	 male	 		 8	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Male	
5	 Project	partner	 male	 		 9	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Male	
		 		 		 		 10	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Male	
		 		 		 		 11	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 Male	








The	data	collection	plan	 included	the	creation	and	 issue	of	 information	sheets	and	
consent	 forms	 prior	 to	 the	 interviews	 (see	Appendix	 2.	&	 3.).	 All	 the	 interviewees	
received	 the	 information	 sheets	 and	 consent	 forms	 at	 least	 two	 days	 before	 the	
interview,	 by	 email.	 Participant	 understanding	 was	 checked	 and	 interviews	 were	
arranged	for	times	and	places	to	suit	individual’s	preferences.	Informed	consent	was	






workshops	 took	 place	 between	 January	 2010	 and	 May	 2012.	 Three	 workshops	
(workshop	1-3)	took	place	before	I	officially	started	in	July	2010,	but	I	observed	the	
latter	two	of	those	workshops	in	May	2010	in	a	non-research	capacity.	The	interview	
data	 collection	 process	 took	 nine	 months.	 I	 started	 my	 interview	 data	 collection	





















































The	 following	 table	 shows	 the	 theoretical	 sample	 and	 the	 interviews	 conducted,	
including	 the	 interviewee’s	 unit	 and	 role,	 as	well	 as	 the	 duration	 of	 the	 individual	




		 Unit	 Role	 Duration	min.	
1	 Team	member	 Team	member	 54	
2	 Team	member	 Team	member	 112	
3	 Team	member	 Team	leader	 85	
4	 Team	member	 Project	leader	 197	
5	 Team	member	 Team	member	 67	
6	 Team	member	 Research	assistant	 60	
7	 Team	member	 Team	member	 127	
8	 Team	member	 Team	member	 43	
9	 Team	member	 PhD	student	 63	
10	 Team	member	 Team	member	 69	
11	 Team	member	 Team	leader	 90	
12	 Team	member	 Research	assistant	 88	
13	 Team	member	 PhD	student	 97	
14	 Team	member	 Research	assistant	 not	attended	
		 		 		 		
1	 Project	partner	 Project	senior	advisor	 69	
2	 Project	partner	 Manufacturer	 132	
3	 Project	partner	 Designer	 82	
	 105	
4	 Project	partner	 Project	senior	advisor	 125	
5	 Project	partner	 Manufacturer	 not	attended	
		 		 		 		
1	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 44	
2	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 29	
3	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 26	
4	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 78	
5	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 34	
6	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 20	
7	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 66	
8	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 56	
9	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 not	attended	
10	 User	Reference	Group	member	 User	Reference	Group	member	 not	attended	
		 		 		 		
1	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 74	
2	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 56	
3	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 54	
4	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 48	
5	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 47	
6	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 62	
7	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 61	
8	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 144	
9	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 44	
10	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 50	
11	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 not	attended	
12	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 User	Advisory	Group	member	 not	attended	
	  Total	 2553	
	  Average	 73	









There	 were	 13	 team	 members	 comprising	 Work	 Package	 1	 (Behaviour)	 at	 the	
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University	of	Westminster	and	University	of	Salford;	Work	Package	2	(Clothing)	at	the	
University	of	Wales,	Newport	 and	 the	University	of	Brighton;	 and	Work	Package	3	
(Technology)	at	 the	University	of	Ulster.	This	 resulted	 in	participants	 from	London,	
Caerleon,	Brighton,	Salford	and	Belfast.	Twelve	of	the	13	team	members	gave	their	
consent	 to	 be	 interviewed,	 and	 I	 conducted	 12	 interviews.	 In	 the	 end,	 because	 of	
geographical	distance,	five	of	the	interviews	were	done	face-to-face,	and	seven	were	
done	over	Skype.		A	videophone	call	application	made	the	interviews	easier,	because	























contacted	 the	members	 individually	 via	 e-mail	 to	 organise	 the	 interviews.	 I	 got	 a	
positive	answer	from	10	members	of	the	advisory	group.	I	got	informed	consent	from	













not	 interview	 myself,	 only	 her	 experience	 is	 comparable	 with	 the	 experiences	 of	













was	 applied	 for	 from	 the	 Research,	 Innovation	 and	 Academic	 Engagement	 Ethical	
Approval	Panel	at	the	University	of	Salford	(Appendix	4.).	
	
All	 the	 participants	were	 emailed	 or	 given	 comprehensive	 information	 sheets	 and	
consent	forms	prior	to	the	interview.	Informed	consent	(before	written	consent)	was	
checked	 for	everyone	 involved	 in	 the	 study	on	 the	day	of	 the	 interview,	by	asking	
interviewees	if	they	had	read	the	participant	information	sheets	and	if	they	had	any	
questions.	 According	 to	 Bryman	 (2012),	 the	 consent	 form	 should	 ensure	 that	
participation	is	voluntary	and	make	it	clear	that	participants	can	refuse	to	answer	any	
of	the	questions	or	withdraw	completely.	One	important	idea	of	the	consent	form	is	
to	 ensure	 that	 everybody	 knows	 what	 they	 are	 participating	 in.	 I	 made	 sure	 that	
everybody	understood	the	nature	of	the	study	by	asking	their	understanding	of	the	
information	sheet.	All	participants	were	given	the	opportunity	to	decide	the	date	and	
venue	 for	 the	 interview.	 I	 took	 all	 the	 necessary	 steps	 for	 personal	 safety.	When	
meeting	in	the	cafeteria,	I	checked	that	the	cafeteria	was	located	in	a	safe	district	and	




One	 ethical	 consideration	 is	 to	 think	 about	 the	 consequences	 of	 the	 interview	
situation	(Kvale,	2007).	The	three	possible	scenarios	are	stress	during	the	interviews,	
getting	 upset	 about	 the	 interview	 participants,	 or	 increasing	 self-understanding	
(Kvale,	 2007).	 I	was	aware	of	 these	 facts,	but	 this	did	not	happen	 in	my	 study.	All	
participants	 were	 given	 the	 chance	 to	 ask	 to	 read	 their	 transcript,	 but	 only	 one	
participant	wanted	to	read	the	transcript.	The	DfAW	project	set	some	extra	challenges	













longer	 than	 it	 is	 necessary	 and	 it	 will	 be	 destroyed	 according	 to	 the	 university’s	
directions	(after	three	years).	
	






















&	 Huberman,	 1994).	 The	 purpose	 of	 data	 analysis	 is	 to	 make	 sense	 of	 and	 give	










in	 the	 data	 and	 code	 the	 data	 according	 to	 these	 themes.	 I	 planned	 to	 use	NVivo	
















which	 firstly	 included	 data	 reduction,	 then	 secondly,	 data	 display,	 and	 thirdly,	
conclusion	 drawing	 and	 verification.	 	 This	 section	 discusses	 how	 the	 analysis	 took	
place.	
Thematic	analysis	
I	 had	 three	 different	 units	 of	 data	 to	 analyse:	 field	 notes,	 video	 recordings	 of	 the	
workshops	and	interview	transcripts.	The	interview	transcripts	were	core	data	and	the	
field	notes	and	video	recordings	were	used	to	inform	the	interpretation	of	interview	






that	 were	 used	 to	 analyse	 the	 interview	 transcripts	 (see	 Table	 3.).	 Then	 I	 used	

































and	 subthemes	 (Bryman,	 2012).	 This	 suited	my	 purposes	 well.	 The	 examples	 and	
subcategories	were	raised	from	the	data.	Therefore,	the	process	of	data	analysis	was	
inductive.	Next,	I	will	provide	a	detailed	description	of	how	I	began	to	analyse	the	data.	






data	 analysis	 by	 listening	 to	 the	 interview	 sound	 files	 and	 reading	 the	 verbatim	
transcripts	 that	 were	 made	 by	 a	 transcription	 company	 called	 Outsec,	 from	 my	
interview	 tape	 recordings.	 The	 first	 phase	 is	 to	 familiarise	 oneself	 with	 the	 data	





















this	 stage,	 I	 made	 sure	 that	 the	 nodes	 covered	 all	 the	 themes	 compared	 to	 the	
research	question.	
The	fourth	phase	
At	 the	 fourth	 phase,	 I	 read	 all	 the	 data	 transcripts	 again	 and	 coded	 them	 by	 the	
codebook.	Nodes	are	central	to	working	with	NVivo	10	and	they	involve	the	collection	
of	 references	 about	 a	 specific	 theme,	 place	 or	 person.	 The	 final	 version	 of	 the	











Robson	 (2011)	 calls	 the	 last	 stage	 of	 thematic	 coding	 analysis	 ‘integration	 and	
interpretation’,	 which	 means	 not	 only	 summarising	 and	 interpreting,	 but	 also	
demonstrating	the	quality	of	the	analysis.		According	to	Miles	and	Huberman	(1994),	
conclusion	drawing	and	verification	are	the	last	stages	of	the	data	analysis.	I	started	
















































project	 management	 software	 and	 communication.	 The	 setting	 includes	 the	 sub-
themes	of	location,	equipment,	time,	hospitality	and	finance.	All	these	factors	need	to	
be	considered	and	planned	in	co-design	projects.	The	Findings	chapter	presents	the	
















design,	 including	 the	motivation	 for	 the	 involvement	 and	 how	 the	 team	members	












prompted	her	 to	develop	a	plan	 for	 funding	to	research	the	topic.	 In	 the	 following	
quote,	she	describes	why	the	DfAW	project	was	needed:	
“What	 is	 new	 (in	 the	 DfAW	 project)	 is	 bringing	 a	 user-centred	 design	


















growing,	 but	 the	number	of	 those	within	 that	 group	who	are	willing	 to	buy	 smart	






























we	ran	 four	 to	 five	workshops.	And	one	of	 the	 final	deliverables	of	 that	
initial	work	was	to	submit	a	full	proposal	for	the	project.”	(TM22)	
Having	preparatory	meetings	enabled	a	sufficiently	clear	project	focus	to	emerge	and	
allowed	 for	 the	 identification	 of	 co-applicants	 to	 work	 on	 it.	 The	 DfAW	 project	
combined	several	areas	of	interest.	It	combined	the	wellbeing	of	older	people,	public	












the	 project.	 Some	 team	 members	 were	 interested	 in	 enhancing	 the	 life	 of	 older	
people,	whereas	others	were	interested	in	designing,	manufacturing	and	innovations.	
Some	team	members	were	also	interested	in	outdoor	activities	and	functional	clothing	
design	 for	 personal	 reasons,	 and	 this	 project	 offered	 them	 a	 good	 opportunity	 to	


























activities	 that	 they	 also	 liked	 in	 their	 personal	 life,	 and	 they	 saw	 a	 professional	





enthusiasm	 for	 all	 the	 different	 areas.	 So	 that	 is	 where	 she	 was	 very	





























its	 success.	 They	also	answered	 that	 they	knew	exactly	what	was	going	 to	happen	
because	they	wrote	their	own	job	description	in	the	project	proposal.	
“So,	I	wrote	out	what	I	was	going	to	do,	I	wrote	all	my	ethics	documents,	I	
got	 them	passed	 through	 the	university,	 so	 I	 knew	precisely	what	 I	was	
going	to	do.”	(TM12)	
















Most	 team	members	 found	 it	 difficult	 to	 name	 particular	 expectations,	 but	many	
joined	the	project	basically	out	of	sheer	interest	in	the	subject	and	were	excited	about	
it.	Some	team	members	acknowledged	that	their	expectations	were	not	met,	and	this	
changed	 their	 attitudes	 early	 on	 in	 the	 project.	 One	 reason	 for	 a	 change	 in	 their	
attitudes	towards	the	project	was	a	lack	of	collaboration	in	the	team.	This	is	how	one	
team	member	explained	it:	
“The	 very	 first	meeting	we	had	with	 the	whole	 team,	which	was	about	
three	 weeks	 after	 I	 started	 in	 the	 project,	 was	 quite	 an	 interesting	




“So	we	went	 to	 this	meeting,	 it	was	a	 three-day	meeting,	we	had	three	
different	days	with	different	discussions,	and	I	just	couldn’t	believe	that	the	
one	team	were	very	protective	of	everything	they	did	and	they	wouldn’t	let	
me	 take	 photographs	 of	 anything	 or	 record	 things,	 they	 were	 just	
incredibly	defensive	almost	of	everything	they	had.”	(TM23)	
	 128	










worked	 with	 research	 teams	 before,	 who	 come	 from	 a	 professional	
background	that’s	not	like	mine.”	(TM16)	
	



































well	 not	 surprised,	 pleasantly	 surprised,	 but	 also	 pleased	 by	 the	
involvement	the	users	themselves	discovered	in	the	project.”	(TM17)	
	



















of	 the	 team	members,	who	 took	part	 in	 the	Preparatory	Network,	 stated	 that	 the	
project	proposal	was	a	compromise	to	cater	to	all	stakeholders’	interests.	




As	 the	 above	 quote	 suggests,	 the	 project	 proposal	 gathered	 together	 the	 team	
members’	personal	 interests,	but	 the	project	objectives	 lacked	clarity.	There	was	a	
surprising	 amount	 of	 confusion	 about	 the	 project’s	 aims	 and	 scope.	 Some	 team	
members	 felt	 that	 the	 project	 was	 not	 properly	 planned	 and	 thought-through	
beforehand.	
	



























































were	 unstructured	 as	 long	 as	 they	 were	 an	 observer,	 but	 when	 they	 wanted	 to	
accomplish	something,	it	became	frustrating.	
	


























from	 the	 project	 lead’s	 point-of-view,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 know	what	motivates	 the	
team.	It	is	a	plus	if	the	team	members’	professional	and	personal	interests	coincide	in	
the	 project	 since	 this	 increases	 motivation.	 The	 findings	 suggest	 that	 it	 is	 also	
important	to	be	aware	of	individuals’	expectations	and	assumptions.	These	findings	













In	 the	 following	 excerpt,	 one	 of	 the	 team	members	 explains	 how	 the	 user	 group	
workshops	were	planned.	
	






























The	 previous	 comment	 identifies	 that	 even	 the	 team	 members	 did	 not	 fully	
comprehend	what	 co-design	 is.	 There	was	 also	 a	misunderstanding	 over	what	 the	
respective	roles	of	the	URG	and	UAG	were.	In	a	normal	situation,	the	UAG	would	have	




the	 Wales	 workshops,	 they	 were	 participants,	 they	 were	 more	 being	
researched	 than	 advisors.	 Advisors	 do	 have	 that	 co-design	 input	 and	
advising	on	 things	 and	what	 have	 you,	 but	 for	me	 they	were	more	 like	




































“Well	 I	 think	 both	 approaches	 are	 valid	 but	 they	 both	 have	 a	 slightly	
































The	 following	 two	 quotes	 highlight	 the	 benefits	 of	 the	 ‘show	 and	 tell’	 co-design	





consuming.	…	What	 I	meant	was	when	we	were	 telling	 them	about	 the	
layering	 system,	 so	 when	 we	 were	 informing	 them,	 that	 was	 the	 time	
consuming	bit.	Show	and	tell	was	more	useful	to	the	designers.”	(TM21)	
This	 team	 member’s	 opinion	 was	 also	 supported	 by	 the	 video	 recordings	 of	 the	












out	 there.	…	 I	 think	 that	 hands-on	 involvement	with	 the	 participants	 is	

















both	 genders.	 The	 users	 were	 divided	 into	 groups	 according	 to	 gender,	 and	 both	








lacked	 predetermined	 roles.	 Some	 team	members	were	 of	 the	 opinion	 that	 there	
should	only	have	been	one	 leader	and	 facilitator	 in	 the	workshops.	The	evaluation	
workshop	 was	 set	 up	 to	 evaluate	 the	 prototypes,	 both	 for	 the	 garments	 and	 the	



















specific	 task.	And,	unfortunately,	 I	wasn't	given	enough	 time	 to	do	 that	
with	all	six	participants	because	other	people	were	pushing	for	them	to	be	
taken	out	for	a	walk	to	test	the	technology,	which	was	planned	anyway.	…	


















necessary.	 In	 an	 ideal	 situation,	 there	 are	 several	 rounds	 of	 evaluation	 until	 the	
product	cannot	be	improved.	
Homework	












































“If	 I	 did	 it	again,	and	 I	was	planning	 it,	 I	would	probably	have	 stronger	













discussion	or	 the	 direction	of	 the	 process	 by	 suggesting	or	 showing	 the	


















“It	 comes	 back	 to	 this	 other	 interest	 that	 whenever	 I	 was	 trying	 to	



























































holistic	 understanding	of	 the	project,	 and	 they	 found	 it	 very	distracting	 that	 there	

















The	 continuity	 of	 participation	 should	 have	 been	decided	upon	before	 the	 project	
started.	It	might	be	a	good	idea	for	the	team	to	consider	whether	the	continuity	of	
participation	is	important	for	the	results.	That	is	especially	important	when	knowledge	
builds	 up	 gradually	 and	 is	 based	 on	 previous	 workshops,	 as	 was	 the	 case	 in	 this	
example.	
“For	the	actual	final	evaluation	-	both	the	pre-	and	post-evaluation	-	there	
was	 a	 new	person	 included	who	 had	 never	 seen	 any	 of	 the	 technology	
before	so	they	were	coming	at	it	completely	fresh.		However,	I	overheard	
this	user	saying	during	this	pre-evaluation	workshop	that	if	she	had	known	





the	 project.	 To	 counter	 this	 problem,	 the	 team	member	 suggested	 that	 frequent	
attendance	 by	 the	 same	 users	 is	 key	 to	 creating	 a	 holistic	 understanding	 of	 the	
process.	
B)	Collaboration	
This	 section	 presents	 the	 findings	 regarding	 cross-disciplinary	 collaboration	 and	
reviews	 the	 importance	 of	 clear	 and	 transparent	 communication.	 The	 first	 section	
starts	with	 the	 findings	 relating	 to	how	 the	 team	members	 viewed	 their	 roles	 and	




third	 section	 reveals	 the	 findings	 concerning	 communication	 and	 the	 need	 for	
planning	communication.	The	fourth	part	presents	project	management	software.	The	
last	 section	 presents	 the	 findings	 concerning	 shared	 language	 and	 the	 sharing	 of	
disciplinary	knowledge.	
1.	Roles	and	responsibilities	








The	 DfAW	 project	 determined	 the	 roles	 and	 role	 hierarchy	 upfront,	 although	
implementing	them	as	planned	faced	some	challenges.	The	project	was	set	up	to	have	












UAG.	 This	 was	 not	 the	 initial	 intention	 and	when	 it	 evolved	 during	 the	 project,	 it	
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needed	 effective	 change	management.	 According	 to	my	 interviews,	 there	 was	 no	
consensus	 on	 why	 the	 structure	 changed	 like	 this	 and	 how	 it	 was	 supposed	 to	
function.	
“The	Salford	User	Advisory	Group	didn’t	come	 into	existence	until	much	










needs	 were	 to	 be	 investigated.	 The	 lack	 of	 communication	 and	 poor	 personal	
relationships	involved	led	to	challenges	in	problem	solving	and	effectively	prevented	
the	user	group	from	being	established.	
“All	 I	 got	was	 very	 vague	 stuff	which	was	oh	well	we	want	 them	 to	be	
looking	at	buttons	or	bringing	in	clothes	that	they	like	and	stuff	like	that	















































hands,	because	 it	was	meant	 to	have	been	 run	 through	Salford	but	 the	
project	lead	decided	to	go	and	do	it	herself.	…	Wales	just	cracked	on	and	












One	 of	 the	 aims	 of	 the	 DfAW	 project	 was	 to	 increase	 the	 understanding	 of	 the	
different	 disciplines	 involved	 in	 the	 project,	 and	 all	 of	 the	 work	 packages	 held	 a	
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workshop	 about	 their	 expertise	 related	 to	 the	 project.	 Some	 team	 members	
specialised	in	business	psychology	and	decided	to	hold	a	team-building	workshop	as	
part	 of	 the	 shared	 language	 workshops.	 The	 workshop/meeting	 took	 place	 in	
November	2010,	one	year	after	the	project	started.	By	that	time,	some	team	members	




which	was	 to	 be	 completed	 prior	 to	 the	meeting.	 The	 individualised	 psychometric	
profile	 tool	 gives	 better	 self-understanding,	 and	 can	 help	 in	 improving	 working	
relationships	with	colleagues.	The	tool	with	the	workbook	can	increase	awareness	of	




help	 understand	 how	 people	 perceive	 themselves	 and	 how	others	 perceive	 them.	







from	 having	 fun	 to	 obtaining	 academic	 recognition	 through	 publications.	 It	 was	
intended	 that	 the	 results	would	 be	 collected	 to	 a	 team	portfolio	 and	 delivered	 to	
everybody,	but	this	did	not	happen.	
	




cover	 what	 they	 felt	 was	 the	 true	 intention,	 quantitative	 research.	 One	 of	 the	
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hampering	 factors	 was	 that	 the	 team	 members	 felt	 that	 the	 environment	 and	
atmosphere	 were	 not	 safe	 for	 them	 to	 discuss	 their	 feelings	 and	 ambitions.	 It	
transpired	after	the	workshop	that	the	facilitator	was	a	team	member’s	wife,	which	
generated	questions	regarding	her	objectivity.	This	example	shows	that	there	needs	
to	 be	 agreement,	 understanding	 and	 a	willingness	 to	 join	 team-building	 exercises,	







































“I	 wouldn't	 say	 it	 was	 poor	 communication	 or	 lack	 of	 communication	
because	what	we	had	planned	to	do	was	clearly	outlined	and	circulated	







“That	 (communication)	 is	 the	 easiest	 thing	 to	 resolve	 in	 any	project	 for	
sure;	I	am	confident	about	this.		The	communication	in	the	project	was	a	
fundamental	 error	 so	 if	 we	 reflect	 upon	 the	 project	 -	 and	 I	 raised	 this	
numerous	times	-	Newport	had	a	resource	of	the	project	administrator,	but	
they	didn't	use	that	correctly.	We	didn't	have	regular	conference	calls;	we	



















packages,	 I	would	 say,	 and	across	 the	work	packages	and	between	 the	
work	packages	and	the	users,	as	well.”	(TM24)	
The	 importance	of	communication	and	frequent	updates	became	evident	 from	the	
interview	 findings.	 Communication	 appeared	 to	 be	 one	 of	 the	 most	 critical	
components	 of	 good	 collaboration	 and	 team	working.	 It	 can	 be	 stated	 that	 there	
cannot	be	good	collaboration	without	good	communication.	An	individual	can	have	a	
great	vision,	but	 if	 they	do	not	have	 the	capability	or	willingness	 to	articulate	 it	 to	
others	 in	 a	 way	 that	 can	 be	 understood,	 problems	 will	 arise.	 To	 ensure	 efficient	
communication,	several	aspects	need	to	be	well	managed.	As	presented	earlier,	the	











were	 going	 to	 communicate	 and	 how	 we	 were	 going	 to	 work.	 It	 was	
actually	really	to	be	honest	it	was	set	up	–	from	the	beginning	it	worked	as	








people	didn’t	 understand	what	was	going	on,	 if	 they	didn’t.	 I	mean	me	
joining	 the	project,	 I	was	 later	 as	well,	 I	was	 in	 the	understanding	 that	













































“And	 the	 sharing	 of	 information:	 right	 back	 at	 the	 beginning	 we	 were	
meant	to	set	up	a	website	at	the	facility	and	store	the	files,	share	the	files;	




need.	 There	 was	 no	 consolidated	 selection	 criteria	 and	 different	 team	 members	
maintained	 that	 there	 were	 different	 criteria	 and	 requirements	 for	 the	 software,	

































and	proposed	 it	 to	 the	project.	 And	 then	Ning	was	 introduced	 so	 I	was	




effort.	 Additionally,	 the	 team	 lacked	 an	 understanding	 of	what	 they	 had	 achieved	
together	 as	 they	were	unaware	of	what	 others	 had	published.	 The	next	 comment	












“I	 suppose	 one	 of	 the	 things	 would	 be	 to	 have	 someone	 who	 was	 a	
communications	key	person	who	organised	that	and	kept	an	active	forum	
going.	…	There	were	photographs	and	discussions	going	on,	and	places	you	
could	 look	and	websites,	when	 that	happened	 it	was	 really	good,	but	 it	
















fully	 accepted.	 Therefore,	 publications	 that	 the	 team	 produced	 were	 not	
systematically	delivered	to	other	team	members,	making	them	subsequently	unaware	
of	what	others	had	published.	
“I	 don't	 know	 how	 many	 times	 I	 have	 sent	 things	 by	 publications	 to	
































One	of	 the	aims	of	 the	DfAW	project	was	 to	 create	a	 shared	 language	among	 the	
stakeholders.	 I	 asked	 all	 interviewees	 how	 they	 understood	 the	 term	 ‘shared	
language’.	In	the	following	excerpt,	one	of	the	team	members	describes	the	concept.	
	





The	 following	 comment	 lists	 the	 various	 benefits	 that	 can	 be	 obtained	 from	 the	
development	of	a	shared	language.		
	
“Co-design	 is	 properly	working	 together	 so,	 having	 shared	 goals	 at	 the	
outset,	 having	 some	 shared	 understandings	 or	 at	 least	 appreciation	 of	
each	 other’s	 different	 understandings,	 having	 agreed	 ways	 of	 working,	











express	 those.	 …	 Because	 from	 different	 backgrounds	 we	 may	 use	 the	





was	meant	by	shared	 language,	or	 if	 it	became	evident	 in	the	project	or	not.	Since	





“I	 think	 the	 notion	 of	 shared	 language	 is	 that	 people	 from	 different	
disciplines	use	different	terminologies	that	mean	the	same	thing,	and	it	
was	quite	visionary	to	have	a	notion	of	shared	 language	as	one	of	the	
final	 outputs	 or	 deliverables	 from	 the	 project.	 …	 We	 can	 have	 a	




As	 highlighted	 in	 the	 previous	 comment,	 the	 most	 important	 factor	 is	 to	 avoid	
confusion	by	helping	everybody	to	understand	the	terminology	of	other	disciplines.	




of	 the	 project	 some	 document	 had	 been	written	 that	would	 have	 been	











of	 the	 language	 that	 the	 other	 one	 used.	 Since	 being	 on	 the	 project,	 I	
understand	how	 important	 a	 shared	 language	 is	 and	 how	easy	 it	 is	 for	
misunderstandings	 to	 happen	 if	 you	 don’t	 explore	 those	 languages	
beforehand	 so	 that	 you	 know	 you	 are	 talking	 about	 the	 same	 thing.”	
(TM17)	
	























might	 be	 again	 a	misunderstanding	 or	 a	 disagreement	 in	 what	 shared	
language	actually	means	that	was	the	problem.”	(TM16)	
There	were	 also	 opposite	 opinions.	 In	 the	 following	 comment,	 one	 team	member	
expresses	her	view	that	the	development	of	a	shared	language	was	fairly	successful.	
	






The	 following	 comment	 suggests	 that	 a	 complete	 understanding	 would	 be	 too	
ambitious,	but	a	certain	level	necessary	for	collaboration	can	be	reached.	
“My	interpretation	now	is	that	we	weren’t	expected	to	all	speak	and	talk	














terms	and	concepts	mean	the	same	thing	 for	all	parties.	 In	 this	case	 ‘focus	group’,	
‘advisory	group’	and	 ‘co-design’	were	 terms	and	concepts	 that	 the	 team	members	
understood	very	differently.	
	




years	 thinking	 that	what	 I	do	 is	 right	 in	 terms	of	 co-design	but	 I	wasn't	













your	 expertise	 as	 much	 as	 you,	 so	 you	 naturally	 go,	 become	 quite	
defensive.”	(TM15)	
	





















However,	 seeing	 and	 trying	 samples	 of	 both	 clothing	 and	 technology	 can	 enhance	
understanding.	
	
“So	it	wasn’t	 just	words,	 it	was	about	 looking	at	something,	handling	it,	
seeing	 how	 it	 behaved.	 Particularly	 between	 the	 electronics	 and	 the	









used	 to	 public	 involvement	 along	 the	 way	 of	 a	 project,	 the	 style	 was	
	 167	
mismatched	 with	 the	 style	 of	 some	 of	 the	 rest	 of	 us.	 I	 do	 think	 their	







“If	 you	were	designing	 the	 smartphone	application,	 that	would	be	 your	











“Yes,	 just	before	 I	get	 to	 that	 though,	 the	other	point	with	 the	advisory	





















“If	 you	 were	 to	 ask	 us,	 the	 technology	 people,	 to	 design	 a	 technology	
system	 we	 would	 do	 it	 from	 a	 broad	 spectrum	 in	 terms	 of	 what	
components	of	the	system	we	would	have,	what	services,	what	they	would	
be	able	to	do,	how	the	user	would	interact	with	them	and	so	on.	However,	
if	 you	were	 to	ask	 someone	 like	a	product	designer,	 could	you	design	a	
























people	 didn’t	 particularly	 want	 to	 step	 outside	 their	 box,	 other	 people	
made	that	leap	and	embraced	it.”	(TM16)	
This	team	member	continues	by	stating,	in	line	with	previous	comments	by	other	team	




Well,	 not	 more	 understanding,	 but	 the	 people	 were	 very	 objective	
understanding	at	the	languages	and	what	was	going	on	and	were	more	
prepared	to	change	their	minds	or	accept	new	ideas	whereas	some	of	the,	


































the	device	 should	be	user-friendly	and	attractive,	whereas	 the	 technology	working	
package’s	 team	 considered	 the	 priority	 to	 be	 that	 it	 functioned	 as	 intended.	 This	
caused	friction	between	the	work	packages.	
	
“Well	actually	 the	scene	 that	comes	 to	my	mind	and	 I’m	not	 sure	 if	 I’m	






The	 above	 issue	 was	 never	 solved	 in	 a	 satisfactory	 way.	 The	 technology	 people	
resisted	 searching	 for	 other	 options,	 and	 the	 design	 people	 needed	 to	 accept	 the	
solution.	This	example	highlighted	the	importance	of	discussing	and	expressing	one’s	







that	 shape	 is	wrong	 for,	 or	why	 that	design	 isn’t	 right	 for	 that	activity.	
Because	of	the	way	it	was	supposed	to	be	about	the	user	group,	coming	up	
with	 the	 ideas,	 the	 tacit	 knowledge	 of	 the	 designer	 wasn’t	 relevant,	
almost.”	(TM15)	
	
The	 previous	 comment	 suggests	 that	 the	 requirement	 for	 a	 designer	 also	 to	 be	 a	

















of	 knowledge	 of	 all	 stakeholders.	 The	 conclusion	 of	 this	 section	 is	 that	 multi-






















process	 can	 happen	 naturally,	 but	 it	 also	 requires	 a	 conscious	 effort.	 One	way	 to	
improve	shared	language	is	to	have	the	courage	to	ask	when	an	issue	is	unclear.	
	
Another	 factor	 in	 the	 approaches	 to	 creating	 shared	 understanding	 and	 effective	
communication	is	to	consider	the	level	of	the	participants.	One	should	also	be	aware	
of	 the	danger	of	underestimating	 the	 cognitive	 level	of	 the	 listener	and	of	making	
them	 feel	 intellectually	 underappreciated.	 The	 previous	 comment	 brings	 up	 the	
importance	 of	 the	 correct	 level	 of	 the	 language	 used	when	 discussing	 topics	with	




The	section	 is	divided	 into	 five	 sub-themes:	Location,	Equipment,	Time,	Hospitality	
and	Finance.	These	five	practical	aspects	need	to	be	considered	before	the	beginning	






















actually	get	a	good	quality	 record	of	all	 the	discussion	 that	happened.”	
(TM23)	
The	 second	 requirement	 is	 that	 the	 room	be	 comfortable	 for	 all	 participants.	 It	 is	
important	 that	 everybody	 can	 see	 each	 other.	 Depending	 on	 the	 number	 of	 the	








uncomfy	 seating	 all	 day	 is	 just	 a	 no	 no,	 you	 have	 got	 to	 think	 of	 your	





comfort	 breaks.	 Other	 points	 to	 consider	 are	 the	 acoustics	 of	 the	 room	 and	 the	
possibility	of	using	audio-visual	equipment	in	a	way	that	everybody	can	see	it.	
2.	Equipment	























and	 the	 schedule	 of	 the	 workshops.	 The	 User	 Reference	 Group	 workshops	 ran	
















those	 circumstances	 and	 it’s	 very	 difficult	 to	 keep	 telling	 people	 that	
they’ve	only	got	five	minutes	or	whatever.	I	think	you	need	the	freedom	of	






and	 there	 was	 no	 consensus	 over	 it	 among	 the	 team	 members.	 The	 following	




















The	previous	comment	 suggests	 that	workshops	 should	not	be	designed	 to	be	 too	
ambitious.	
4.	Hospitality	







































































a	part	of	 the	 co-design	project.	 The	aspects	 that	 team	members	 said	 they	 learned	
about	 are	 diverse.	 They	 include	 the	 outdoor	 clothing	 layering	 system,	 materials,	



















now	 this	 is	 informing	people	and	will	 be	 informing	people	 in	 the	 future	
about	things	that	they	need	to	think	about,	and	they	need	to	take	onboard	














































project	maybe	will	 think	differently,	or	at	 least	will	 think	do	we	need	to	
involve	people	and	if	they	do	let's	maybe	do	something	different	about	it.	















stuff	 rather	 than	 how	 to	 do	 stuff	 but	 then	 it	was	 a	 totally	 new	way	 of	
working	for	me	as	well.”	(TM14)	
	















the	 DfAW	 research	 project	 from	 the	 partners’	 points-of-view.	 The	 first	 subsection	
presents	the	findings	regarding	the	purpose	of	co-design,	including	the	motivation	for	
being	involved	in	the	DfAW	project	and	how	the	partners	ended	up	working	in	it.	This	





































































and	 open	 out.	 …	 It	 will	 produce	 new	 areas	 of	 new	 developments	 of	
research.”	(PP21)	
	








shorter	 timescales.	…	 I	 didn't	 attend	 every	workshop	but	 some	of	 them	
were	quite	well	spaced	out	and	 I	 think	sometimes	the	participants	were	



























“No,	 I	 don't	 think	 that	 I	 can	 think	 of	 any	 other	 approaches	 (co-design	












successful	 design	 outcome	 and	 user	 engagement	 require	 smooth	 collaboration	
between	team	members	and	project	partners.	The	first	subsection	starts	with	findings	
about	how	the	partners	viewed	their	roles	and	responsibilities.	The	second	subsection	
concentrates	 on	 the	 findings	 related	 to	 team	 building	 and	 the	 importance	 of	 the	
partners	knowing	not	only	other	stakeholders	and	their	roles	and	responsibilities,	but	
also	 their	 personal	 aims	 and	 interests.	 The	 third	 subsection	 reveals	 the	 findings	
concerning	 communication	 and	 the	 need	 for	 a	 communication	 plan.	 The	 last	






“The	 different	 parties	 didn’t	 actually	 understand	 each	 other	 from	 the	
discipline	point	of	view	or	from	a	personality	point	of	view.	This	is	where	
programme	 management	 and	 project	 management	 is	 so	 important.”	
(PP21)	
		
From	 another	 project	 partner’s	 point	 of	 view,	 team	 spirit	 and	 collaboration	 were	
evident.	
	










“The	 other	 thing,	 it’s	 not	 a	 criticism,	 what	 you’ve	 got	 to….one	 has	 to	
consider	is	the	team	is	made	up	of	individuals	with	different	personalities	










The	 previous	 comment	 highlights	 that	 different	 geographical	 locations	 bring	
challenges.	
3.	Shared	language	














The	 DfAW	 project	 included	 two	 different	 parties,	 technology	 people	 and	 design	
people,	who	had	different	project	approaches.	There	was	a	lot	of	discussion	about		
how	to	get	these	parties	to	understand	each	other.	The	following	comment	suggests	
that	 there	 were	 some	 attempts	 to	 resolve	 this	 issue	 but	 these	 were	 never	 fully	
realised,	and	the	disciplines	never	fully	understood	each	other.	
	





























































present	an	 image	whereby	 they’ll	 come	 to	 you.	…	 It’s	about	 interaction	
between	people.	If	there’s	a	gap	it’s	normally	in	the	people.”	(PP21)	
	
The	 leadership	 of	 people	 is	 crucial	 for	 successful	 co-design	 projects,	 and	
communication	seems	to	be	one	of	the	most	important	factors.	
	
“If	 you're	 teaching	 as	 a	 true	 co-design	 as	 I	 would	 understand	 it	 where	
everybody	is	on	the	same	level	then	you	almost	need	to	circulate	in	some	
manner,	I	don't	know	how	you	would	do	it,	but	you	almost	need	to	make	






















































far	 as	 that	 group	 was	 concerned,	 picking	 out	 of	 features	 from	 one	
manufacturers	garments	 to	another,	which	were	good,	which	were	bad	










group	might	have	 limited	mobility	 in	 their	 shoulders	 there’s	 no	point	 in	
putting	something	that	you	have	to	sort	of	contort	yourself	to	be	able	to	















A	 very	 clear	 finding	 from	 the	 interviews	 was	 that	 the	 users	 learned	 a	 lot	 from	
participating	in	the	co-design	project.	
	
“The	 user	 group	 learnt	 an	 enormous	 amount,	 I	 think,	 both	 about	 the	
technicalities	and	about	working	 together.	…	 I	 think	 that	participants	 in	
this	project,	the	project	employee	side,	if	you	like,	learnt	quite	a	lot	about	
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from	 the	 User	 Reference	 Group’s	 point	 of	 view.	 The	 first	 subsection	 presents	 the	
findings	 regarding	 the	 purpose	 of	 co-design,	 including	 the	 motivation	 for	 the	
involvement	and	how	the	URG	members	ended	up	participating	in	the	DfAW	project.	
This	 is	followed	by	the	findings	relating	to	expectations	and	assumptions	about	the	
project.	 The	aim	of	 this	 subsection	 is	 to	 reveal	 findings	about	 the	 importance	of	 a	















The	 findings	 suggest	 that	 the	 users	 were	 often	 personally	 motivated	 to	 become	
involved	in	a	co-design	project.	This	motivation	was	related	to	their	interest	in	either	
their	walking	hobby,	 the	clothes	needed	for	 the	activity,	or	health	reasons.	 	This	 is	


























work	 really;	 to	 the	 research	and	help	out	with	 the	design	and	hopefully	
come	up	with	something	phenomenal	at	the	end.”	(URG23)	
The	findings	suggest	that	there	were	also	other	personal	reasons	apart	from	learning	
to	 join	 an	 interesting	 co-design	 project.	 The	 product	 under	 development	 could	 be	
something	 that	 users	 needed,	 and	 they	 wanted	 to	 contribute	 to	 creating	 a	 more	
suitable	solution.	A	few	users	stated	that	it	was	difficult	for	them	to	find	the	right	size	
clothes	and	that	was	their	main	motivator	for	joining	the	project.	They	felt	that	their	








































in	this	case,	 information	was	not	the	priority	 in	securing	his	 involvement.	Similarly,	















they	 leave	 their	 comfort	 zone,	 they	might	need	 some	encouragement	and	enough	
information	to	be	confident	enough	to	make	a	decision	to	join	a	new	group	and	a	co-
design	 project.	 Joining	 the	 research	 project	 or	 co-design	 process	may	 cause	 some	
concerns	and	worries.	These	worries	can	range	from	what	is	expected	from	them	and	
getting	along	with	new	people	to	how	their	involvement	may	affect	their	privacy,	i.e.	




















programme,	we	 talked	 about	 it	 and	 I	 did	 think	 possibly	 that	 I	wouldn’t	
come	along	because	I	thought,	oh	gosh,	I	probably	wouldn’t	have	anything	





















of	 lectures	and	 then	 the	workshops	were,	we	were	given	plenty	of	 time	



































Several	 users	 attended	a	 series	 of	workshops,	 and	 some	managed	 to	 attend	all	 of	
them.	
	








































In	 the	 first	 three	 co-design	 workshops,	 mornings	 were	 spent	 listening	 to	 users’	
experiences	of	their	current	outdoor	clothing,	and	in	the	afternoons,	the	new	branded	
products	were	introduced	to	them.	With	the	garments,	they	were	given	an	evaluation	
sheet,	 where	 they	 were	 supposed	 to	 write	 their	 opinions	 of	 the	 garments.	 One	
interviewee	 stated	 that	 they	 felt	 overwhelmed	 by	 the	 task,	 and	 had	 difficulties	
keeping	up.	
“There	were	 times	when	we	 brought	 our	 garments	 in	 and	 there	was	 a	
whole	pile	of	garments	on	the	middle	tables	and	we	were	all	around	the	
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This	 section	 presents	 the	 findings	 on	 cross-disciplinary	 collaboration	 and	 the	
importance	of	clear	and	transparent	communication.	These	findings	 indicate	that	a	
successful	 design	 outcome	 and	 user	 engagement	 require	 smooth	 collaboration	
between	team	members	and	project	partners.	The	first	part	starts	with	the	findings	of	
how	 the	 partners	 viewed	 their	 roles	 and	 responsibilities.	 The	 second	 section	
concentrates	on	the	findings	from	team	building	and	the	importance	of	the	partners	
knowing,	not	only	the	other	stakeholders,	their	roles	and	responsibilities,	but	also	the	
other	 stakeholders’	 personal	 aims	 and	 interests.	 The	 third	 section	 reveals	 findings	
concerning	communication	and	the	need	for	a	communication	plan.	The	second	part	
of	 the	 collaboration	 section	presents	 the	 findings	 concerning	 shared	 language	 and	
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sharing	 disciplinary	 knowledge.	 This	 collaboration	 section	 ends	 with	 the	 findings	





































































“I	 think	 the	 variety	 of	 backgrounds	 is	 an	 enhancement	 to	 the	 project	
because	 different	 people	 have	 different	 views	 and	 look	 at	 things	 from	
different	 aspects.	 And	 the	 overall	 communication	 and	 the	 bringing	
together	of	 these	different	backgrounds	 is	something	that	enhances	the	








Different	 groups	 have	 distinct	 ways	 of	 communicating	 that	 an	 outsider	 does	 not	
necessarily	 understand.	 In	 addition,	 a	 specific	 professional	 group	 with	 a	 shared	
language	may	 not	 intuitively	 open	 up	 to	 an	 outsider.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 vital	 for	 the	
professionals	 to	 consider	 their	 approach	 to	 verbal	messaging	 to	 ensure	 all	 groups	
comprehend	the	topic.	
“I	think	communication	is	a	separate	skill.	...	So	I	think	when	a	project	is	
being	organised	 I	 think	 there	should	be	some	understanding	 that	 this	 is	
going	 to	 happen,	 that	 people	 need	 to	 rethink	 their	 language	and	 to	 be	
prepared	 to	 explain	 and	 not	 use	 terms	 –	 without	 being	 patronising	 of	
course.”	(URG13)	
The	 success	 of	 a	 shared	 language	 can	 be	 defined	 as	 the	 concept	 of	 an	 idea	 being	
shared	 and	 understood	 in	 the	 same	 context	 by	 all	 involved.	 People	 from	 varying	
backgrounds	and	disciplines	use	different	lenses	when	they	observe	the	world.	This	

















“I	haven't	 found	 it	difficult,	 I	had	to	think	sometimes	at	the	beginning	–	
that	is	what	I	think	they	mean	and	does	it	fit	as	the	ideas	develop	–	if	not	I	















































































































relax	 and	 socialise	 with	 each	 other	 creates	 a	 pleasant,	 relaxed	 atmosphere	 and	








































































































































have	 been	 very	 nice	 to	 meet	 and	 particularly	 the	 students	 have	 been	
wonderful	company	and	very	diligent	and	well	done	you.”	(URG14)	
	


















This	 section	 has	 three	 subsections	 and	 looks	 at	 co-design	 in	 the	 DfAW	 research	
project.	The	first	subsection	presents	the	findings	relating	to	the	purpose	of	co-design,	
including	the	motivation	for	the	involvement	and	how	the	advisors	ended	up	working	
in	 the	 DfAW	 project.	 This	 is	 followed	 by	 findings	 regarding	 the	 expectations	 and	
assumptions	 about	 the	 project.	 The	 objective	 of	 this	 subsection	 is	 to	 present	 the	
findings	about	the	importance	of	a	shared	understanding	of	the	aim	of	and	the	need	




The	 UAG	 members	 stated	 clearly	 that	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 project	 was	 crucially	
important.	However,	 the	UAG	members	 did	 not	 fully	 understand	 their	 role,	which	
becomes	 evident	 in	 their	 interviews.	 I	 asked	 them	why	 they	 did	 not	 bring	 this	 up	
during	the	project,	and	they	felt	sorry	that	they	had	not.	One	of	the	most	important	















or	 equipment.	 One	 UAG	 member	 especially	 mentioned	 health	 reasons	 as	 a	
motivation,	because	she	had	had	problems	with	her	heart	and	the	possible	help	from	
smart	clothing	sparked	her	curiosity.	Participants	were	 interested	 in	how	wearable	
technology	 could	 give	 them	 health	 benefits,	 by	 losing	 weight,	 getting	 fitter	 or	
enhancing	their	walking	hobby.	





















be	 obligatory	 in	 commercial	 co-design	 projects,	 it	 is	 good	 practice	 and	 can	 avoid	
problems	at	a	 later	 stage.	A	good	 information	 sheet	explains	 the	objectives	of	 the	





as	 they	 had	 perceived	 them	 before	 the	 study	 commenced.	 People	 had	 various	


















Several	users	 stated	 that	 they	 joined	with	open	minds,	and	were	 interested	 in	 the	
topic.	











The	 evidence	 suggests	 that	 the	 DfAW	 developed	 as	 it	 proceeded,	 there	 was	 no	
structured	plan	in	the	beginning	and	the	project	changed	along	the	way.	




















































































we’re	going	to	do	 it.	 	 Instead	of	which	there	was	a	sort	of	a	we’ll	all	go	













highlight	 that	 the	overall	picture	 is	very	 important	and	 the	 lack	of	 it	will	affect	 the	





















terms,	 the	advisors	mention	the	 importance	of	 the	project	charter,	 scope	planning	
and	communication	plan.	
“I	think	having	spoken	to	people	in	the	group	I	think	there	was	certainly	





















the	 shops	 visit	 and	 the	 factory	 visit,	 but	 it	 certainly	 would	 have	 been	
improved	on	if	that	was	set	out	right	from	the	start,	the	agenda	if	you	like.”	
(UAG24)	
The	 above	 findings	 considered	 the	 overall	 project	 planning	 process	 and	 informing	
users	about	the	holistic	project	plan.	The	following	findings	are	related	to	the	planning	























































These	 previous	 comments	 emphasise	 the	 importance	 of	 communication	 and	
delivering	a	clear	agenda.	The	User	Advisory	Group	members’	assumption	was	that	
there	was	too	little	collaboration	between	the	two	groups	because	they	did	not	get	









any	 anxiety	 of	 not	 knowing	 what	 was	 happening	 in	 the	 project.	 This	 left	 many	









The	 first	 two	 UAG	 meetings	 were	 spent	 explaining	 the	 project	 and	 the	 ethics	 of	
involvement.	Even	though	it	is	important	to	give	this	information,	a	few	UAG	members	
suggested	that	the	walk	that	took	place	during	the	third	meeting	would	have	been	a	





chatted	 informally	 with	 the	 person	 next	 to	 you,	 you	 got	 to	 know	 their	
background	and	I	think	then	in	the	room	it	was	less	intimidating.”	(UAG21)	
The	idea	of	starting	the	co-design	project	with	an	informal	activity	such	as	a	walk	was	
supported	 by	 other	 advisors	 as	well.	 In	 the	 following	 excerpt,	 one	 advisory	 group	
member	 explains	 that	 too	 much	 time	 should	 not	 be	 spent	 on	 covering	 the	
practicalities,	to	avoid	people	losing	interest.	
“I	would	just	tighten	up	on	the	beginning.	I	think	the	first	section	on	why	
you	are	doing	 it	and	all	 the	 rest	of	 it,	and	you	know,	 the	confidentiality	
stuff,	all	the	stuff	that	you	have	to	do,	I	think	could	be	done	in	half	an	hour	
personally.	 …	 because	 people	 turnoff.	 They	 are	 not	 really	 interested	 in	
going	through	line	by	line.”	(UAG12)	
As	mentioned	by	 several	other	users	 as	well,	 the	 familiarity	of	 the	group	makes	 it	





issue	 is	 a	 clear	 starting	 date,	 where	 the	 aims	 and	 proceedings	 of	 the	 project	 are	
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covered.	As	will	be	presented	further	in	the	findings,	the	interviewees	also	highlighted	
that	 having	 a	 clear	 structure	 and	 common	understanding	 is	 very	 important.	 There	
must	be	a	good	compromise	on	how	to	start	a	co-design	project	in	a	way	that	covers	
all	essential	matters,	but	also	gives	 the	users	 the	opportunity	 to	get	 to	know	each	
other.	As	a	summary	of	findings	regarding	the	importance	of	knowing	each	other,	it	
was	considered	a	good	recommendation	to	start	a	project	with	everybody	at	the	same	
time	 and	 to	 give	 the	 users	 the	 opportunity	 to	 meet	 everybody	 involved,	 so	 that	
everybody	starts	on	the	same	page.	
2.	Co-design	methods	




professionals	and	 laypeople	were	both	 involved,	both	having	 inputs	and	










The	 first	 UAG	meeting	was	 spent	 explaining	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 project,	 the	 ethical	








again,	 which	 resulted	 in	 repetition	 for	 those	 who	 had	 been	 present	 at	 the	 first	
meeting.	The	findings	regarding	the	importance	of	having	clear	aims	are	presented	in	
depth	 in	 the	 section	 about	 purpose,	 but	 the	 following	 comment	 highlights	 the	
importance	of	giving	clear	objectives	for	participation	in	the	first	meeting.	
“So	 I	 would	 have	 liked	more	 information	 on,	 we	 are	 doing	 this	 project	
perhaps	for,	to	make	this	clothing	and	we	want	to	make	sure	how	it	works,	
and	these	are	the	specifications	of	them,	and	this	is	the	material.”	(UAG13)	

















Although	most	 of	 the	 advisors	 saw	 the	walk	 as	 a	 good	method,	 it	 also	made	 the	







































































































Sprayway	 should	 have	 had	 somebody	 there	 to	 say.	…	 So	 it	wasn’t	 that	
much	different	from	the	shopping	trip	really.	But	if	the	purpose	of	that	visit	








In	 the	 last	evaluation	meeting,	 the	advisors	were	able	 to	 see	 for	 the	 first	 time	 the	
design	prototypes	that	the	URG	had	co-designed,	and	to	evaluate	them.	Therefore,	
the	 last	 meeting	 was	 completely	 different	 for	 them	 than	 for	 the	 User	 Reference	
Group,	who	had	been	involved	in	the	design	development	throughout	the	course	of	
the	project.	 Some	advisors	 found	 the	evaluation	enlightening,	but	 there	were	also	
comments	stating	that	the	evaluation	came	too	late	and	was	too	short.	
”The	second	walk	was	undertaken	to	give	some	experience	of	a	couple	of	
technical	 innovations	 designed	by	 other	members	 of	 the	 research	 team	
and	was	 followed	 by	 a	 session	with	 the	 designers	 themselves.	 Again,	 I	
thought	this	worked	reasonably	well,	although	there	were	only	a	couple	of	













This	 section	 has	 examined	 the	moderation	 of	 the	 co-design	workshops,	 the	 focus	
groups	and	the	advisory	meetings.	It	is	clear	that	the	facilitating	and	moderating	style	
is	 a	major	 factor,	 although	 the	group	 composition	also	affects	 the	outcome.	 If	 the	
groups	are	very	heterogenic	regarding	the	numbers	of	introverts	and	extroverts,	the	
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right	 direction	 and	 that	 everyone	 has	 an	 equal	 opportunity	 to	 express	 his	 or	 her	
opinions.	
	







































speak.	Another	advisory	group	member	 found	 that	discussing	 the	 issues	 in	a	 small	
















to	 be	 some	 people	 who	 stand	 up	 and	 make	 themselves	 heard	 and	
inevitably	there	will	be	some	who	take	longer	to	become	confident	to	then	
















According	 to	 the	 interviews,	 it	 was	 quite	 common	 to	 fear	 that	 you	 might	 say	
something	 that	 makes	 you	 look	 less	 smart	 and	 less	 respected	 among	 the	 team	
members	or	participants.	A	relaxed	atmosphere	and	the	moderator	emphasising	that	
all	responses	are	welcome	can	encourage	participation	in	the	discussion.	




The	 findings	 suggest	 that	 another	 point	 to	 consider	 is	 how	 the	 participants’	
background	and	the	group	dynamics	affect	the	group	discussion.	
“The	people	were	what	I	was	expecting	I	think	because	I	thought	it	would	











successful	 design	 outcome	 and	 user	 engagement	 require	 smooth	 collaboration	
between	 team	members	 and	 project	 partners.	 The	 first	 subsection	 deals	with	 the	
findings	about	how	the	advisors	viewed	their	roles	and	responsibilities.	The	second	
subsection	 reveals	 the	 findings	 concerning	 communication	 and	 the	 need	 for	 a	















them	 through	 their	 professional	 lives	 or	 voluntary	 commitments.	 A	 few	 had	
experience	 in	 designing	 something	 other	 than	 clothing.	 No-one	 had	 experience	 in	
design	research	and	a	full-scale	co-design	process,	but	one	member	of	the	advisory	
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The	UAG	consisted	of	 individual	walkers	and	group	walkers.	 Those	who	 joined	 the	










members	 out	 of	 12	were	 friends	 and	 belonged	 to	 the	 same	walking	 group,	which	
distracted	other	people.	
2.	Communication	
The	 aspect	 of	 communication	 that	 the	 advisors	 were	 able	 to	 comment	 on	 was	
obviously	 the	 communication	 from	 the	 team	 to	 the	advisors	 themselves.	 It	 is	 very	
important	to	keep	all	stakeholders	updated	about	changes	in	the	project	or	if	there	














When	 a	 project	 is	 long	 and	 can	 take	 several	 years,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 keep	 all	
stakeholders	informed	about	the	progress.	Also,	frequent	meetings	between	all	of	the	




























“I	 think	 an	 explanation	 of	 anything	 that	 was	 not	 in	 our	 vocabulary,	





































This	 section	 presents	 findings	 about	 the	 setting	 of	 the	 co-design	 workshops.	 The	
section	 is	 divided	 into	 five	 different	 sub-themes,	 which	 are:	 Location,	 Equipment,	


























































































Another	 point	 is	 to	 keep	 up	with	 the	 expectations	 set	 in	 previous	 workshops.	 An	




























experiences.	 These	 practicalities	 and	moderating	 style	 issues	 are	 also	 examples	 of	


















This	 is	obviously	an	easy	matter	 to	organise,	but	 it	needs	to	be	taken	 into	account	
beforehand,	either	by	writing	down	the	content	of	each	dish	or	asking	the	catering	











The	 findings	 suggest	 that	 there	are	 two	different	 types	of	 impact	 that	derive	 from	
involving	users	in	multi-disciplinary	co-design	projects.	First,	I	will	consider	how	co-the	




to	 the	 participants.	 Although	 it	 is	 important	 that	 people	 are	 told	 that	 their	



















did.	Many	of	 the	UAG	members	were	 left	with	 the	 feeling	 that	 they	did	not	know	
whether	they	had	made	a	difference	or	not.	
2.	How	co-design	participation	impacted	the	advisors	












One	 of	 the	 most	 important	 outcomes	 was	 gaining	 new	 knowledge.	 Several	
stakeholders	 who	 were	 involved	 with	 the	 project	 stated	 that	 they	 had	 learned	
something	new	in	one	way	or	another.	Some	of	the	biggest	areas	where	the	users’	
knowledge	 had	 increased	 were	 around	 the	 functional	 clothing	 industry,	 the	



































see	 the	 actual	 product	 designing	 process	 or	 manufacturing,	 nor	 were	 they	 given	
garments	to	test.	
Meeting	new	people	
The	 users	 and	 advisors	 in	 the	 DfAW	 project	 were	 older	 walkers	 with	 various	
backgrounds.	Many	of	them	saw	it	as	a	benefit	of	the	project	that	they	were	able	to	




was	 before.	 Social	 aspect?	 Again,	 getting	 out	 and	 meeting	 people,	





















the	 project	 ended	because	 there	were	 so	many	 ideas	 that	 could	 have	 been	 taken	
forward.	One	advisor	was	encouraged,	by	their	experience	 in	 the	DfAW	project,	 to	
participate	in	another	research	project.	
“Well	because	 I	enjoyed	 it	and	because	 I	 learnt	from	it	 I	 like	the	 idea	of	
public	 involvement	 in	 research	so	that	 lead	me	to	be	on	the	 lookout	 for	
more	opportunities	for	public	involvement	in	research	so	I've	actually	got	
involved	with	a	couple	of	other	research	studies.”	(UAG16)	
This	 user	 is	 a	 good	 example	 of	 how	 user	 participation	 can	 become	 a	 hobby	 and	












an	 interest	 in	 future	 engagement.	 In	 particular,	 older	 people	 can	 have	 a	 lot	 to	






The	 general	 conclusion	of	 the	 advisors’	 opinions	was	 that	 they	 felt	welcomed	and	
were	treated	kindly,	but	the	project	and	meetings	should	have	been	planned	better	
to	 have	 more	 transparency	 and	 a	 common	 understanding	 of	 the	 timelines	 and	
objectives.	Below	is	one	UAG	member’s	comment	that	summarises	it	quite	well.	
“I	thought	that	was	most	interesting	as	well.	…	The	timings	were	good,	the	
meals,	 the	 food	was	always	plentiful,	 the	 teas	and	coffees	and	 if	 things	






chaos.	One	 of	 the	 team	members	 suggests	 that	 creatively-minded	 people	 are	 less	
structured.	
“So	 there	was	 an	 awful	 lot	 of	 good	we	 got	 out	 of	 it.	 …	 The	 thing	 that	
happened	 was	 the	 continuity.	 Keeping	 communications	 open.	
	 263	
Communicating	 when	 there	 is	 a	 problem	 like	 this	 sudden	 gap	 that	 we	
mentioned.	That	could’ve	easily	been	resolved.”	(UAG15)	
The	 final	 piece	 of	 advice	 is	 to	 plan	 and	 structure	 co-design	 projects	well.	 Efficient	
communication	requires	a	strategy;	people	do	not	like	to	be	confused.	
Chapter	summary	
This	 chapter	 provided	 the	 findings	 for	 the	 research	 objectives	 and	 question.	 This	
















of	 study.	 It	 discusses	 the	methodology	 limitations,	method	 limitations	 and	 cultural	
challenges.	
Methodology	limitations	
I	 chose	 to	 use	 a	 qualitative	 case	 study,	 non-participant	 observation	 and	 semi-
structured	 individual	 interviews	 for	 this	 PhD,	 and	 I	 would	 choose	 them	 again.	
Regardless	of	how	carefully	the	study	is	planned	and	what	kind	of	methodology	and	
methods	 are	 used,	 there	 will	 always	 be	 some	 limitations	 (Kumar,	 2010).	 The	
limitations	 of	 this	 study	 can	 be	 divided	 into	 the	 limitations	 regarding	 qualitative	
research	 generally,	 limitations	 caused	 by	 the	 methodology	 and	 the	 choices	 of	
methods,	and	limitations	stemming	from	the	research	project	or	the	researcher.	
	
Qualitative	 research	 may	 be	 criticised	 due	 to	 its	 limitations	 on	 the	 application	 of	
generalisations	 and	 transferability.	 Bryman	 and	 Mason	 (2002)	 highlight	 how	 the	
significance	of	 a	 qualitative	 study	 relies	 on	 rich	 and	multi-dimensional	 data	 drawn	
from	understanding	and	explaining	 the	social	world.	 In	 this	 light,	 Lincoln	and	Cuba	
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the	 internet.	 I	 did	 not	 collect	 data	 from	 outdoor	 companies	 regarding	 their	
engagement	of	members	of	the	public	in	their	research	process	or	their	experiences	















letting	 them	 try	 out	 the	 best	 existing	 solutions.	 Although	 the	 DfAW	 project	
collaborated	with	 several	 industrial	 partners,	 collaboration	 between	users	 and	 the	
design	 team	 of	 a	 manufacturer	 would	 have	 created	 a	 real-life	 situation,	 with	
potentially	 more	 substantive	 benefits.	 If	 I	 had	 designed	 this	 type	 of	 research	
independently,	 it	 would	 have	 taken	 the	 format	 of	 action	 research,	 where	 the	 co-
design	methods	would	have	been	iteratively	enhanced	as	the	research	continued.	
Method	limitations	




























with	my	 English,	 but	 language	 skills	 of	 a	 completely	 different	 level	 are	 needed	 in	
conducting	social	research	in	a	foreign	country.	The	first	challenge	lies	in	conducting	










of	English	being	my	second	 language,	 I	might	have	been	able	 to	ask	questions	and	
make	comments	more	directly	and	openly	because	of	the	language	barrier.	This	might	






















The	meta-level	 decisions	 include	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 project,	meaning	 the	 real-life	
need;	 that	 is,	 why	 the	 collaborative,	 participatory	 design	 project	 needs	 to	 be	
completed	in	the	first	place.	In	this	study,	I	have	divided	the	concrete	level	factors	into	
three	categories.	The	first	category	 includes	the	actual	co-design	methods,	and	the	
facilitation	 and	 moderation	 of	 the	 participatory	 co-design	 activities.	 The	 second	
category	is	collaboration,	which	includes	the	team	work	and	communication.	The	third	
category	 deals	with	 the	 practical	 decisions,	which	 is	 called	 setting.	 All	 these	 three	
categories	 need	 to	 be	 thought	 through	 before	 starting	 the	 co-design	 process.	 The	
meta	 level	 and	 the	 highest	 category	 differ	 from	 the	 three	 others	 by	 being	 the	
fundamental	 reason	 for	 the	project	 and	 the	 actual	 outcome	of	 it.	 The	 three	other	






This	 section	 is	 divided	 into	 three	 subsections	 that	 look	 at	 co-design	 in	 the	 DfAW	
research	project.	The	first	subsection	presents	the	findings	regarding	the	purpose	of	
the	co-design,	including	the	motivation	for	involvement	and	how	stakeholders	ended	
up	working	 in	 the	 DfAW	project.	 This	 subsection	 also	 includes	 findings	 relating	 to	
expectations	and	assumptions	with	respect	to	the	project.	When	there	is	a	lack	of	clear	
communication,	there	is	a	danger	of	misunderstandings	and	false	expectations.	In	the	




methods.	 The	 third	 subsection	 looks	 at	 the	 findings	 about	 co-design	 workshop	

















At	 the	 planning	 stage,	 the	 full	 life-cycle	 of	 the	 project	 should	 be	 considered.	 The	
following	points	should	be	covered	before	starting	any	concrete	action:	firstly,	there	
must	be	a	clear	understanding	of	why	the	project	is	needed.	All	stakeholders	need	to	
know	what	 the	purpose	of	 the	project	 is.	 According	 to	Chambers	 (2011),	 it	 is	 also	
important	to	decide	who	determines	the	purpose	of	the	project.	He	also	suggests	that	
the	participation	experience	and	 learning	goals,	as	well	as	 the	sharing	and	analysis	
methods	 that	will	 be	utilised,	 should	be	decided	at	 the	planning	 stage	 (Chambers,	
2011).	According	 to	 the	 interview	data,	 in	 the	planning	stage	of	 the	DfAW	project,	








that	 the	 team	 should	 create	 a	 goal	 for	 user	 involvement	 and	 create	 a	 shared	
understanding	 between	 the	members	 of	 the	 project	 team	 about	 the	 general	 and	
specific	aims	of	the	project	(Nedopil	et	al.,	2013).	This	was	not	fully	achieved	in	the	
DfAW	project.	One	example	of	this	 is	that	the	project	 lead	was	planning	to	make	a	





Chambers	(2011)	suggests	considering	how	a	co-design	project	 fits	 into	the	 longer-
term	processes	of	 learning	and	change.	The	DfAW	project	could	have	completed	a	
more	 detailed	 background	 research	 on	 what	 data	 already	 exists,	 what	 is	 already	














but	 setting	 specific	 goals	 is	 essential	 for	 successful	 user	 integration	 and	 creating	 a	
common	understanding	within	the	project	team,	and,	therefore,	it	is	also	important	
to	 determine	who	decides	 the	 purpose	 and	 targets	 of	 the	 project.	 (Nedopil	 et	 al.,	
2013).	A	widely	accepted	notion	is	that	the	shared	understanding	of	a	design	goal	is	
crucial	for	successful	collaboration	in	design	projects	(Feast,	2012).	Feast	(2012)	also	











better	 design	 that	 enhances	 performance	 and	 user	 experience	 (Osterwalder	 &	
Pigneur,	2010).		Osterwalder	and	Pigneur	(2010)	state	that	product	customisation	can	
add	 extra	 value	 and,	 therefore,	 mass	 customisation	 and	 co-creation	 have	 gained	






















against	 which	 criteria	 (Chambers,	 2011).	 He	 suggests	 that	 user	 groups	 should	 be	
specified	 (Chambers,	2011).	Nedopil	et	al.	 (2013)	also	propose	 that	users	 could	be	
selected	 according	 to	 an	 innovation	 phase.	 This	 happened	 in	 the	 DfAW	 project	
unintentionally	when	some	users	quit	during	the	project,	and	some	joined	at	a	later	
























participants	 need	 to	 be	 chosen.	 They	 can	 be	 roughly	 divided	 into	 three	 different	
categories:	the	team	members,	in	other	words,	the	professionals	who	are	needed	to	
run	 the	 project,	 the	 users,	 and	 possibly	 other	 stakeholders.	 When	 selecting	 the	












to	 have	 different	 levels	 of	 expertise.	 Traditionally,	 user	 engagement	 has	 involved	














supported	 by	 Botero	 and	 Hyysalo	 (2013),	 who	 recommend	 clear	 goals	 to	 clarify	
expectations.	Some	examples	of	false	expectations	by	participating	users	are	the	wish	
for	a	cure	for	a	medical	condition,	receiving	the	ready	product,	or	having	unrealistic	






Finding:	 Understanding	 participants’	 motivation	 helps	 to	 facilitate	
collaboration.	
	
















be	motivated.	 There	 needs	 to	 be	 a	 shared	 understanding	 of	 the	 holistic	 purpose,	
although	the	personal	motivation	for	involvement	may	vary.	The	findings	indicate	that	
most	of	the	team	members	combined	their	personal	interests	with	their	professional	
ambitions.	 It	 might	 be	 beneficial	 for	 the	 result	 if	 the	 topic	 of	 a	 co-design	 project	
creates	enthusiasm	and	motivates	professionals	in	many	aspects.	In	this	case,	users	
were	interested	in	the	topic	because	of	their	personal	hobby	and	they	wanted	to	know	
more	 about	 using	 wearable	 technology	 and	 functional	 clothing	 to	 enhance	 their	
walking.	 If	 the	 project	 is	 long	 and	 takes	 several	months,	 it	 is	 good	 that	 users	 are	
motivated	by	the	topic.	Several	users	claimed	that	one	of	the	most	motivating	factors	
was	their	will	to	learn	more	about	a	topic	they	were	already	interested	in.	Botero	and	























remember	 their	 initial	 expectations.	Many	 advisors	 said	 that	 they	 expected	 to	 get	
clothes	to	test,	and	they	were	disappointed	when	that	did	not	happen	for	all	of	them,	
despite	it	never	being	promised	to	them.	Some	URG	members	named	physical	testing,	
for	 example	 walking	 with	 a	 heart	 monitor,	 as	 their	 expectation.	 Regarding	









a	 clear	 difference	 can	 be	 seen	 between	 the	 team	 members	 and	 the	 users.	 It	 is	



























substituted	 by	 the	 URG,	 leaving	 them	 without	 an	 assigned	 task.	 Advisors	 felt	
frustration	when	they	did	not	understand	what	their	role	was	and	if	their	contribution	





Having	clarity	 in	 the	objectives	has	 three	different	viewpoints:	 clarity	 in	one’s	own	
objectives,	 clarity	 about	 others’	 objectives,	 and	 clarity	 over	 the	 whole	 project’s	








Chambers	 (2011)	 suggests	 that	 the	 team	 needs	 to	 consider	 how	 to	 prepare	 the	






















findings	 of	 each	 co-design	workshop	 as	 soon	 as	 possible	 after	 the	workshop,	 and	
design	 the	 following	 one	 in	 detail	 according	 to	 the	 findings.	 There	 needs	 to	 be	 a	
balance	between	doing	enough	detailed	planning	beforehand	and	then	being	able	to	
adapt	to	changes	during	the	project.	The	advisors	proposed	that	it	would	have	been	
beneficial	 to	 tell	 them	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 each	 workshop	 how	 the	 design	 was	
progressing	and	what	had	been	learned,	and	in	that	way	keep	them	updated.	
2.	Co-design	methods	






‘Universal	Methods	 of	 Design:	 100	Ways	 to	 Research	 Complex	 Problems	 ,	 Develop	




























DfAW	project,	 but	 to	my	 knowledge	 there	was	 nobody	with	 a	 clear	 disability	 that	
would	 have	 hampered	 the	 collaboration.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 find	 out	 if	










to	 apply	with	 the	URG.	 The	 ‘show	 and	 tell’	method	was	 a	 traditional	 focus	 group	
method.	People	sat	around	the	table	and,	on	their	turn,	presented	their	personal	piece	
of	clothing	to	the	group.	The	benefit	of	this	method	was	to	give	everybody	a	turn	to	
speak.	 The	 downsides	 were	 people	 getting	 bored	 while	 waiting	 for	 their	 turn	 or	










fits	 together	 logically.	 Botero	 and	 Hyysalo	 (2013)	 recommend	 switching	 working	


























to	 the	 others’	 experiences,	which	 started	 to	 repeat	 themselves	 after	 a	while.	 The	










the	outdoor	clothing	manufacturers	 lent	 the	project	 their	newest	outdoor	clothing	
samples.	 The	 garments	were	 photographed	 and	 numbered.	 The	 evaluation	 sheets	




The	most	 important	 advantage	of	 this	method	was	 the	possibility	 for	 the	users	 to	




expressed	 that	 she	 felt	 stressed	 because	 she	 had	 difficulties	 in	 finding	 the	 correct	



















































findings,	users	appreciated	starting	and	 finishing	at	 the	 time	that	had	been	agreed	
upon	and	communicated	beforehand.	Meeting	the	exact	starting	and	finishing	times	
is	a	sign	of	appreciation	towards	the	attendees,	but	it	is	only	one	aspect.	Timekeeping	







the	day	went	and	how	 they	achieved	 the	goals	during	 the	day.	 The	 importance	of	
breaks	 is	 also	 noteworthy.	 Frequent	 breaks	 are	 needed	 to	 sustain	 attention	 and	
efficiency.	 Catering	 is	 discussed	 in	 depth	 later,	 but	 the	 evidence	 suggests	 that	 the	
attendees	appreciated	the	drinks	and	food	during	the	breaks.	A	co-design	workshop	




can	use	 the	 lunch	hour	 for	 socializing	with	each	other.	The	evidence	 suggests	 that	
when	 the	 users	 are	 familiar	 with	 each	 other,	 they	 have	more	 courage	 to	 actively	
participate	in	the	design	discussion.	
	
The	role	of	 the	 facilitator	 is	also	 important	 in	considering	all	 the	users.	 Iacono	and	
Marti	 (2014)	 highlight	 the	 importance	 of	 listening	 skills.	 They	 emphasise	 that	 a	
facilitator	should	not	only	listen	emphatically	without	judgement,	but	also	talk	clearly	
and	demonstrate	shared	language.	This	is	needed	to	build	trusted	relationships	with	
users	 (Iacono	 &	Marti,	 2014).	Williamson	 et	 al.	 (2015)	mention	 that	 it	 is	 good	 to	
convince	 users	 that	 there	 are	 no	 ‘stupid	 questions’.	 Another	 important	 role	 of	 a	
facilitator	is	to	‘minimize	crosstalk’	(Massimi	et	al.,	2007).	This	was	not	fully	successful	
in	the	DfAW	project.	Some	people	are	naturally	more	extroverted	than	others.	The	
responsibility	of	 the	 facilitator	 is	 to	ensure	that	a	 few	people	do	not	dominate	the	
discussion	and	 that	 everybody	has	 a	 chance	 to	express	his	or	her	opinions.	 This	 is	
needed	to	avoid	‘unequal	power’	(Van	Mechelen	et	al.,	2014).	Other	phenomena	that	
Van	 Mechelen	 et	 al.	 mention	 in	 co-designing	 with	 children	 are	 ‘free	 riding’	 and	
‘laughing	out’.	This	was	not	obvious	in	the	DfAW	project.	Certainly,	some	people	were	
more	involved,	but	nobody	disturbed	the	work	by	not	taking	it	seriously.	The	other	









attention	 because	 of	 hearing	 and	 sight	 challenges	 or	 a	 lack	 of	 motor	 capability.	


























or	 zoned	out	 from	 time-to-time.	 The	 facilitator	 requires	 good	observation	 skills	 to	
adjust	 the	 mood	 of	 the	 group	 and	 should	 use	 appropriate	 methods	 to	 inspire	
participants	 if	 they	 look	 bored.	 The	 toolbox	 of	 the	 facilitator	 should	 have	 a	 wide	






workshops.	 Facilitating	 co-design	workshops	 is	 a	 skill	 in	 its	 own	 right	 and	 requires	
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very	 frustrating	 for	 participants	 if	 the	 presenter	 is	 unable	 to	 properly	 deliver	 the	
presentation.	One	example	of	this	 is	 to	make	mistakes	with	slides	and	to	skip	over	
















































cultural	 norms	 can	 be	 difficult.	 In	 general,	 the	 facilitator	 should	 be	 sensitive	 to	






facilitators	 about	 being	 preoccupied	 with	 preparing	 for	 the	 following	 part	 of	 the	






All	 of	 the	 examples	 Chambers	 (2011)	 gives	 about	 digressing	 can	 hamper	 effective	





























and	 support	 the	 participants,	 as	 well	 as	 respecting	 them	without	 talking	 down	 to	
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involved	 in	 the	middle	of	 the	project.	The	challenges	 that	 followed	 from	this	were	
related	to	resources	and	user	education.	
	























Finding:	 The	 right	 selection	 of	 participants	 helps	 to	 gain	 meaningful	
results.	
	
As	 pointed	 out	 in	 the	 Findings	 chapter,	 the	 importance	 of	 selecting	 a	 good	
combination	 of	 participants	 cannot	 be	 ignored.	 The	 findings	 revealed	 that	 biased	
participant	selection	is	easy	to	do	even	unintentionally.	There	are	a	huge	amount	of	
factors	that	need	to	be	taken	into	account	when	choosing	participants:	age,	gender,	

























In	 addition	 to	 the	 individual	 participant	 selection,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 consider	 the	






















a	 successful	 design	 outcome	 and	 user	 engagement	 require	 smooth	 collaboration	
between	team	members	and	project	partners.	The	first	subsection	starts	with	findings	
regarding	 how	 the	 partners	 viewed	 their	 roles	 and	 responsibilities.	 The	 second	
subsection	concentrates	on	the	findings	concerning	team	building	and	the	importance	
of	 the	 partners	 knowing	 not	 only	 the	 other	 stakeholders	 and	 their	 roles	 and	
responsibilities,	but	also	the	other	stakeholders’	personal	aims	and	interests.	The	third	
subsection	 discusses	 the	 findings	 concerning	 communication	 and	 the	 need	 for	 a	
communication	plan.	The	 final	 subsection	discusses	 the	 findings	concerning	shared	
language	and	sharing	disciplinary	knowledge.	
1.	Roles	and	responsibilities	









view	 on	 the	 common	 reasons	 which	 cause	 frustration.	 He	 (2011,	 p.	 51)	 lists	 five	








Pennington	 (2002)	 states	 that	 another	 hampering	 factor	 is	 when	 leaders	 are	 not	
willing	 to	 give	 up	 their	 power	 base,	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 they	 are	 not	 capable	 of	





responsibilities	 is	crucial	for	successful	collaboration.	According	to	the	findings,	 it	 is	
crucial	to	understand	one’s	own	role,	responsibilities	and	objectives,	but	it	is	also	very	
important	to	know	the	other	team	members’	and	users’	roles	and	responsibilities.	As	











communication	 regarding	 roles	 and	 responsibilities	 is	 needed	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	





Finding:	Team	building	 is	a	 skill,	and	 teams	do	not	become	good	 teams	
accidentally.	
	
Team	 building	 is	 an	 important	 phase	 in	 the	 beginning,	 but	 it	 is	 also	 a	 process.	 As	




orientation	 for	 their	 role	 in	 the	 team.	Enthusiasm	and	 team	 spirit	 also	need	 to	be	
maintained	during	the	whole	project,	but	poor	orientation	can	ruin	spirits.	This	is	what	
happened	 in	 the	 DfAW	 project.	 Some	 team	 members	 stated	 that	 they	 were	




task	 can	 hamper	 collaboration.	 Examples	 of	 organisational	 or	 structural	 causes	 of	
conflicts	are	competition	over	 shared	 resources,	uncertainty	about	 responsibilities,	
interdependence	 between	 subgroups,	 different	 rewards	 between	 subgroups,	 and	















members	 get	 along.	 Otherwise	 there	 can	 be	 issues	 around	 poor	 or	 faulty	


















would	 take	 place,	 and	 they	 felt	 that	 it	 was	 forced	 on	 them.	 Secondly,	 the	 team-
building	exercise	(facilitated	by	an	external	facilitator)	was	executed	too	late	 in	the	
project	 lifecycle	 to	 be	 effective,	 and	 thirdly,	 the	 team	 members	 did	 not	 feel	
comfortable	enough	with	the	environment	to	safely	express	their	feelings.	Following	
the	workshop,	it	was	discovered	that	the	facilitator	was	related	to	one	of	the	team	
members	 (spouse),	 and	 this	 generated	 suspicion,	 as	members	 had	 been	 asked	 to	
reveal	 their	 views	 about	 problems	 in	 the	 project.	 A	 possible	 explanation	 for	 the	










for	 a	 project	 lead	 is	 to	 identify	 an	 approach	 that	 recognises	 personal	 ambitions	
alongside	common	goals.	
	





that	 could	 have	 been	deployed	would	 have	 been	 to	 establish	 a	 conflict	 resolution	
approach	 as	 part	 of	 an	 overall	 crisis	 plan	 when	 developing	 the	 initial	 project	
framework,	and	align	all	team	members	to	this	approach.	Hackman	(2002)	proposes	











Pennington	 (2011,	 p.	 12)	 continues	by	defining	 communication	 “as	 the	process	 by	
which	 an	 individual	 (or	 group)	 transmits	 information	 about	 ideas,	 feelings	 and	
intentions	 to	another	person.”	 In	 groups,	 communication	 can	have	 the	purpose	of	
“controlling	group	members,	expressing	emotions,	motivating	others	and	exchanging	
information.”	Communication	has	a	sender	and	receiver,	and	it	can	be	transmitted	by	
multiple	 different	 media:	 for	 example,	 verbally,	 in	 traditional	 print	 format,	 or	
electronically.	Unfortunately,	communication	can	often	be	easily	misunderstood	or	
misinterpreted	(Pennington,	2011).	This	was	also	the	case	in	the	DfAW	study.	There	




behind	 it,	and	 it	 can	be	purposeful	or	unintended.	 In	 the	DfAW	 it	was	both.	Some	
things	 were	 misunderstood	 unintentionally	 and	 some	 were	 purposefully	




























roles,	 expected	 job	 requirements	 and	 deadlines,	 as	 well	 as	 developing	 an	
understanding	 of	 how	 the	 team	members	 perceive	 their	 work.	 To	 correct	 a	 poor	
working	atmosphere	is	significantly	more	difficult	than	maintaining	a	good	spirit	in	the	








probable	 that	 most	 large	 projects	 with	 an	 extended	 timeline	 require	 project	
management	software.	According	to	the	findings	and	observations,	the	DfAW	project	






When	 the	 project	 team	 is	 large	 and	 distributed	 across	 multiple	 locations,	 project	
management	software	becomes	an	important	asset.	One	of	the	team	members	stated	
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that	he	had	 sent,	on	 countless	occasions,	his	publications	 to	other	 team	members	
manually,	and	that	it	was	difficult	to	keep	track	of	what	others	had	published.	Ideally,	
all	of	the	publications	should	have	been	stored	in	a	common	repository	to	be	available	
for	 all	 the	project	 team.	Additionally,	 project	 software	 could	have	been	utilised	 to	
provide	a	communication	portal	for	upcoming	events	and	a	discussion	forum.	
	
It	 is	 highly	 likely	 that	 one	 of	 the	 key	 factors	 impacting	 the	 use	 of	 the	 project	
management	software	was	a	lack	of	sponsorship	or	use	by	the	project	lead	and	the	








In	 this	 section,	 the	 discussion	 centres	 on	 shared	 language	 and	 its	 meaning.	 The	
interview	findings	suggest	that	shared	language	was	a	contradictory	term,	and	all	of	


















desirable	 for	 efficient	 collaboration.	 The	 knowledge	 of	 a	 discipline	 grows	 through	
education	and	in	fieldwork,	and	sometimes	it	is	difficult	to	see	that	another’s	world	






















the	 findings,	 some	users	expressed	that	 they	were	confident	 to	ask	 if	 they	did	not	
understand	 something,	 whereas	 others	 felt	 that	 they	 did	 not	 want	 to	 embarrass	








Finding:	 Understanding	 others	 requires	 a	 willingness	 to	 listen	 and	
understand.	
	
It	 is	almost	certain	that	the	willingness	to	understand	others	 is	the	most	 important	
factor	in	successful	collaboration.	It	was	suggested	that	some	of	the	team	members	
did	 not	 want	 to	 understand	 others’	 perspectives.	 There	 is	 a	 possibility	 that	 this	
hampered	the	transparent	communication	necessary	for	the	project	to	proceed.	One	
example	was	 regarding	 the	 Shimmer	 device,	which	was	 needed	 for	 the	 heart	 rate	
monitor	 to	transfer	 its	data	to	a	mobile	phone.	The	technology	work	package	staff	
viewed	it	from	a	functional	perspective,	and	did	not	see	the	importance	of	making	it	
user-friendly,	 whereas	 the	 design	 team	 saw	 that	 the	 size	 of	 the	 device	was	 a	 big	










The	section	 is	divided	 into	 five	 sub-themes:	Location,	Equipment,	Time,	Hospitality	






In	 this	 section,	 the	 question	 under	 discussion	 is	 the	 location	 of	 the	 co-design	
workshop.	 The	 natural	 location	 to	 host	 an	 academic	 co-design	 workshop	 is	 a	
university,	 or	 a	 clothing	brand’s	office	 if	 the	 co-design	project	 is	 carried	out	by	 an	
outdoor	clothing	brand.	The	evidence	suggests	that	some	were	comfortable	with	the	










was	 that	 their	 contribution	 felt	 irrelevant.	 A	 closer	 collaboration	with	 the	outdoor	
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Finding:	 The	 room	 needs	 to	 be	 suitable	 for	 co-design	 working	 and	
recording	the	action.	
	




for	all	 to	participate.	The	 following	section	discusses	 recording	 technology	and	 the	
factors	 that	 enable	 good	 quality	 recording.	 The	 room	 layout	 affects	 the	 recording	





































of	 the	 most	 important	 tasks	 in	 the	 co-design	 project.	 Time	 management	 can	 be	





















































the	user	may	 feel	pressured	to	provide	answers	 that	 they	perceive	 to	be	expected	
from	them	when	they	are	paid	for	their	time.	On	the	other	hand,	public	involvement	






























The	 preceding	 discussion	 implied	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 DfAW	
project	believed	that	the	users’	participation	had	an	impact	on	the	result.	According	























avoid.	 Balancing	 the	 different	 factors	 in	 a	 user-centred	 process	 is	 challenging	 and	
requires	extra	attention.	My	unique	contribution	is	to	create	evidence	to	inform	future	































































without	 proper	 payment	 or	 other	 recognition;	 stress	 about	 being	 overloaded	 or	
fulfilling	 the	 requirements	of	 the	 team;	bad	attitudes;	miscommunication;	 and	 the	
frustration	of	the	project	being	too	complex.	The	findings	reveal	that	communication	
plays	a	crucial	role	in	successful	collaboration	in	co-design,	and	it	should	be	carefully	

















into	 providing	 positive	 experiences	 for	 people,	 designers	 and	 manufacturing	
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from	 one	 or	 two	 users.	 A	 fascinating	 research	 topic	 would	 be	 looking	 at	 these	
involvement	 mechanisms.	 The	 future	 work	 includes	 testing	 if	 the	 concept	 map,	
developed	 through	 my	 findings,	 can	 be	 used	 by	 co-designers	 in	 other	 co-design	
activities	and	in	other	user	involvement	fields	as	well.	The	concept	map	can	inform	
the	 development	 of	 guidance	 for	 co-designers,	 which	 can	 be	 made	 available	 in	
different	formats	including	a	book,	leaflet	and	online	formats.	
Chapter	summary	
This	chapter	concluded	the	main	findings	of	this	study.	It	presented	the	concept	of	co-
design,	which	is	a	new	contribution	to	co-design	knowledge.	This	thesis	ended	with	
recommendations	for	future	research.	
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